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ABSTRACT 
 
Parks help to build social cohesion within a community.  Urban open spaces offer 
a sense of place, act as the focal points for public gatherings, and provide an 
opportunity for social networking (Francis, 2003; Hayward, 1989).  While offering so 
much they are also known to be places of disgust and in some areas have been 
declining in quality over time; thus prompting the motivation to look at parks through 
the lens of environmental justice and criminology.  Examining the environmental 
justice and environmental criminology together can help understand how injustices 
within the parks and planning departments may ultimately be playing a role in the 
idea that certain parks are crime generators, which can further encourage 
environmental injustice.  The main objective of the study was to (1) assess the 
distribution of parks types as they relate to neighborhood characteristics – race, 
household income, and educational attainment and (2) to explore and assess the 
relationship between crime and park type to identify if certain types of parks are 
generators of crime. 
  Using a GIS, I was able to spatially analyze the relationships between park type 
and neighborhood characteristics in Seattle, Washington.  In addition, a buffer 
analysis was used to measure the abundance of crime within 800m of each park type.  
Findings suggested that minorities, low-income and poorly educated individuals have 
a lack of access to certain parks but are positively associated with recreation parks.  In 
terms of the crime, findings show a slight significance in recreation parks being 
generators of crimes.  While other parks did show an abundance of crime in some 
locations overall they were not generators of crimes.  Understanding the impacts of 
the environmental backcloth on the presence or lack of certain public parks may lead 
to better planning and access to parks by all regardless of race, educational attainment 
and household income. 
  
 
 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
I would like to thank God for giving me the opportunity to excel at Oregon State 
University and all that I have and will continue to accomplish. 
I would also like to thank my family, especially my mother, Hannah H. Weems 
and father, Melvin A. Weems.  Thanks mom and dad for impressing upon me the 
importance of a sound education.  I would not be where I am today if it had not been for 
your love, support and guidance. 
To my undergraduate advisor, Reed Perkins (Queens University of Charlotte), 
you have been such an inspiration.  Your passion for science and dedication to your 
students is quite amazing.  Thank you for all of the encouragement and guidance that you 
have provided over these many years. 
I am truly grateful for my major professor Julia A. Jones (Oregon State 
University), without whom my project would not have been possible.  Her dedication to 
her students is second to none.  I have always been able to count on her for 
encouragement, inspiration, and guidance.  For direction, support, and providing me the 
opportunity to work on a research project (Amenity Migration) that helped to develop my 
own research, I would like to thank Jenna Tilt (Oregon State University).  I would also 
like to thank Hannah Gosnell for her support, being a sounding board and serving on my 
committee.  Thanks to all of the faculty and staff within the Geoscience Department who 
have taken me under their wing and helped me accomplish my goals here at Oregon State 
University. 
  
 
 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
           P a g e  
1.0 Introduction…………………………………………………………………………1 
2.0 Literature Review......................................................................................................7 
 Background  Theory……………………………………………………………..7 
3.0 Methods....................................................................................................................11 
  3.1 Study Site…………………………………………………………………..11 
  3.2 Data Sources……………………………………………………………….12 
    3.2.1 Park Data Sources………………………………………………..12 
  3.2.2  Crime  Data  Sources……………………………………………...12 
    3.2.3 Census Data Sources…………………………………………….13 
3.3 GIS Methods……………………………………………………….……...15 
  3.3.1  Park  Distribution…………………..…………………………….15 
   3.3.1.1  Park  Type  Classification……………………..………..15 
   3.3.1.2  Average  Nearest  Neighbor  Analysis……………….….17 
      3.3.1.3 Measuring Access to Park Space...……………………18 
  3.3.2  Census  Data………………………………………………..……19 
  3.3.3  Crime  Data……………………………………………………....21 
   3.3.3.1  Point  Density  Analysis………………………………...22 
   3.3.3.2  Buffer  Analysis………………………………………..22 
  3.3.4  Hypothesis  tested………………………………………………..24 
  3.4 Statistical Methods………………………………………………………...25 
  3.4.1  Linear  Regressions……………………………………………....25  
 
 
           P a g e  
4.0 Results……………………………………………………………………………..27 
  4.1 Census Relationships………………………………………………………27 
    4.1.1 Race vs. Educational Attainment………………………………..27 
    4.1.2 Race vs. Household Income……………………………………..30 
    4.1.3 Educational Attainment vs. Household Income…………………32 
  4.2 Distribution of Crimes……………………………………………………..39 
    4.2.1 Average Nearest Neighbor Summary……………………………42 
 4.3  Parks……………………………………………………………………….45 
    4.3.1 Average Nearest Neighbor Summary……………………………47 
  4.4 Census Data vs. Crime Data……………………………………………….49 
    4.4.1 Racial Groups vs. Crime…………………………………………49 
    4.4.2 Educational Attainment vs. Crime……………………………….51 
    4.4.3 Household Income vs. Crime…………………………………….52 
  4.5 Crime vs. Parks…………………………………………………………….53 
  4.5.1  Recreation………………………………………………………..55 
  4.5.2  Multiuse-Natural…………………………………………………62 
  4.5.3  Natural-Passive…………………………………………………..67 
  4.6 Census vs. Parks.…………………………………………………………..73 
  4.6.1  Racial  Groups……………………………………………………73 
   4.6.1.1  Recreation  Park  Area…………………………………..75 
   4.6.1.2  Multiuse-Natural  Park  Area……………………………77 1 
 
 
           P a g e  
   4.6.1.3  Natural-Passive  Park  Area…………………………….78 
  4.6.2  Educational  Attainment………………………………………….79 
   4.6.2.1  Recreation  Park  Area…………………………………..80 
   4.6.2.2  Multiuse-Natural  Park  Area……………………………81 
   4.6.2.3  Natural-Passive  Park  Area……………………………..82 
  4.6.3  Household  Income……………………………………………….83 
   4.6.3.1  Recreation  Park  Area…………………………………..85 
   4.6.3.2  Multiuse-Natural  Park  Area……………………………86 
   4.6.3.3  Natural-Passive  Park  Area……………………………..87 
  4.7 Measurement of Access……………………………………………………88 
  4.8 Census, Parks, and Crime………………………………………………….92 
   4.8.1  Recreation  Parks…………………………………………92 
   4.8.2  Multiuse-Natural  Parks…..………………………………94 
   4.8.3  Natural-Passive  Parks……………………………………96 
5.0 Discussion………………………………………………………………………….98 
6.0 Conclusion………………………………………………………………………..105 
References……………………………………………………………………………108 
List of Appendices……………………………………………………………………112 
 
 
 
 
 1 
 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
Parks are a key factor for leisure activities and often used as “gateways” to the 
natural world (Madge, 1997).  Specifically, in the urban context green spaces 
contribute to the quality of life in the cities (Burgess, et al., 1987) and are a central 
value in modern society (Kornblum, 1987).  The use of parks for recreation purposes 
plays an important role in the development of the community, as it encourages bonds 
and a sense of well-being (Moore and Jones, 1982).  Parks not only provide a basis 
for community development but they also provide health benefits for their users.  
Research has repeatedly shown a positive correlation between the proximity and 
access of parks with active behavior (Weiss, et al., 2011).  Other health benefits 
include social and psychological services.  Research has shown a positive correlation 
between usage of parks and a reduction in stress, and a sense of peacefulness and 
tranquility (Kaplan, 1983; Ulrich, 1981).  More recent studies on the use of urban 
parks and forests have confirmed that parks can benefit mental health (Hartwig et al., 
1991; Conway, 2000).   
Parks are associated with increased economic prosperity when they are 
incorporated into city design.  Studies have shown increased property values 
associated with parks (Crompton, 2001; Espey and Owusu-Edusei, 2001, Lutzenhiser 
and Netusil, 2001 and Ernst and Young, 2003; Troy and Grove, 2008; Voicu and 
Been, 2008).  In addition, as continued urban growth stresses the environment, 
research has focused on the role of urban parks in sustainable cities.  Parks provide 
ecosystem services including air and water purification, wind and noise filtering and 2 
 
microclimate stability (Chiesura, 2004).  These services are important to the 
longevity, stability, and livability of urban areas.   
Although research has focused on the importance of incorporating parks into city 
planning efforts due to their health, social, economic and environmental benefits, it is 
also important to consider disamenities, such as crimes associated with parks.  Parks 
within urban areas have historically been seen as contested areas (Groff and McCord, 
2012).  Neglected parks may experience reduced use by the public (Madge, 1996) due 
to their declining quality.  Crime and lack of pedestrian safety potentially dissuade 
people from using parks (Weiss et al., 2011).  The low use of parks has also been 
attributed to the perception that public places are easily taken over and can be areas of 
undesirable activities, such as homes for transients, market place for drugs, and other 
illegal activity that dissuade potential users (Knutsson, 1997). 
Urban areas consist of different types of parks.  Parks differ in how they are used 
(active/passive), their level of development (high to low), and their accessibility to 
users, which follow the broad dimensions of good open spaces: needs, rights, and 
meanings (Carr et al., 1992).  Needs are defined as the amenities that are present 
within the open space and range from the basic requirements of active or passive use 
and the amount of development on the area which can indicate how the individual 
will experience the park (Francis, 2003).  Rights include the “democratic 
accessibility” of the park, which seeks to ensure access to all groups.  Meaning in a 
broad sense defines how the community and society view the purpose of the park.  
For example, memorial parks are public places that memorialize people or events that 
have local or national importance, which often provides the community with a sense 3 
 
of place or meaning (Carr et al., 1992).  Relationships of a park to neighborhood 
characteristics and to crime would be expected to vary according to park type. 
Neighborhoods in urban areas differ in the types of parks they contain, which 
affects access to parks, raising questions about environmental justice.  For example, 
the Boone et al., 2009, noted that the social fabric of an area can determine the needs, 
merits and choices of a population, thus affecting the type of facilities such as parks 
that are within the neighborhood.  A neighborhood with an abundance of young 
children may need more recreation spaces than neighborhoods that cater to working-
age individuals.  Furthermore, findings from Boone et al., (2009) show that income 
class can play a role in the acres of accessible parks per thousand population.  Their 
findings concluded that an income class from $0-11,739 had 28.60 acres of land per 
thousand populations.  While this is slightly higher than the income classes from 
11,740 – 61,669, it is considerably lower than those classes that rank from 61,670 – 
200,000 who have 111.08 acres / thousand populations available.  Such variability 
within one city warrants further research to understand the level of inequality that 
may be plaguing the area, therefore questions of access and availability for users to is 
important to this research.  Access is defined by distance of potential parks users from 
the park.  A quarter mile or 400m has become the standard walking distance that 
people are willing to travel to reach a park or recreation area.  Different parks and 
recreation planners strive to meet these criteria, however cities like Seattle, and 
Phoenix strive to have parks for their entire population within a half mile or 800m 
(Groff McCord, 2012; and Boone et al., 2009).   4 
 
Although there is some research addressing parks and crime, many questions 
remain.  Current research in the growing literature on environmental justice and 
environmental criminology focuses on the relationships among parks, crime, and the 
features of the neighborhood.  However, environmental justice/criminology research 
has focused mainly on recreational parks in urban settings and little work has 
examined other types of parks.  The research described in this paper seeks to address 
this gap by incorporating all park types using a park typology that could be used for 
any city.  Furthermore, this research also incorporates neighborhood characteristics, 
including educational attainment, household income, and race in the census districts 
near each park.  This study addressed the following questions regarding parks, crime, 
and neighborhoods in the city of Seattle, Washington: 5 
 
 
 
Figure 1 outlines the conceptual basis of this research, which links the environmental 
justice literature (focused on neighborhood characteristics and park access) and the 
environmental criminology literature (focused on crime patterns), to understand how 
parks, crime, and neighborhood characteristics (measured by census data) are related. 
 6 
 
Qa:  How are educational attainment, household income, and race related to one another 
in census districts of Seattle, Washington? 
Qb:  Are crimes (based on crime point data from 2008 and 2010) clustered, random or 
evenly dispersed in Seattle, Washington? 
Qc:  How are parks of various types (recreational, natural-passive, multiuse-natural, 
boulevards and triangles) distributed in King County, Washington? 
Q1.  Are crimes clustered or evenly distributed relative to parks by park type? 
Q2.  Are crimes clustered or evenly distributed relative to high proportions of certain 
racial groups, educational attainment, and household income in Seattle? 
Q3.  How does access to parks (all three types) vary by racial group, educational 
attainment, and household income? 
Based on the questions being asked, (Qa) I expect to find a negative relationship between 
percent minority and educational attainment and between minorities and income.  (Qb) 
When looking at the spatial distribution of crimes for both the 2008 and 2010 datasets, I 
expect to find a clustering of crimes in the downtown Seattle.  (Qc) I expect that parks of 
all types will be clustered by their type.  Based on merits and the social status of the 
community Nonwhites will have substantial access to parks overall but less access to 
natural passive parks.  Individuals with BS degrees or higher will greater access to parks 
overall, but more access to natural-passive parks.  Households with income less than 10k 
will have little access to parks overall, but greater access to recreation parks and least 
access to natural-passive parks.  Conversely, households with income greater than 200k 
will have greater access to parks that are natural with little access to recreation parks. 7 
 
2.0 Literature Review 
2.1 Background Theory 
The environmental criminology school of thought provides a basis for the interest 
in examining the relationship between crime and park type.  Paul and Patricia 
Brantingham developed environmental Criminology (EC) over thirty years ago.  EC 
has a primary focus that is place-based and studies crime, criminality, and 
victimization as it pertains to (1) place and (2) the way in which individuals spatially 
shape their activities (Brantingham, 1981).  Crime pattern theory is the idea that a 
place can have qualities that allow it to generate and attract crime.  Crime generators 
are non-residential areas where large numbers of offenders or potential offenders are 
typically found, even when the place is not particularly criminogenic (Roncek and 
Lobosco, 1983; Roncek and Faggiani, 1985; LaGrange, 1999; Smith et al., 2000).  
Crime generators by definition attract a higher proportion of users and therefore 
afford the opportunity for some proportion of those individuals to be motivated 
offenders.  Crime attractors also may be non-residential areas that have a reputation 
for crime related activities.  These are places to which individuals are drawn because 
the opportunity to commit crime is higher than in other places.  For instance, with 
regard to different park types, natural-passive parks would seem to have higher 
opportunity to generate crime than recreational parks due to dense foliage, limitations 
in surveillance and hiding places.  Thus, this research considers the type of park as a 
potential indicator of the amount of crime that occurs near it.   
In a recent study, Groff and McCord (2012) tested whether parks were associated 
with higher crime levels in adjacent areas (within 400 m) in Philadelphia, 8 
 
Pennsylvania.  They found a significant decrease in crimes with increasing distance 
from parks, supporting the hypothesis that neighborhood parks are crime generators.   
Environmental Justice is a discipline that began nearly 30 years ago, and was set 
in motion by the notable study by the United Church of Christ Commission for Racial 
Justice (1987).  Noteworthy findings suggested that racial and ethnic minorities were 
more likely to live in an area near a hazardous waste site than their white counterparts 
were.  This issue spearheaded research efforts to identify whether or not the 
coincidence of toxic waste dumps and minority-dominated neighborhoods was a 
deliberate practice of industry, or whether it could be attributed to zoning laws, real 
estate practices etc.  Environmental justice research has expanded from consideration 
of distributions of environmental disamenities to include environmental amenities 
such as parks.   
Parks are environmental amenities because they provide benefits, such as 
provisioning, supporting, regulating, and cultural ecosystem services.  Specifically, 
parks provide a sense of place and belonging for a community, and they can mitigate 
climate change, by providing shaded areas, water and air filtration as well as wildlife 
habitat (Groff, and McCord, 2012).  Parks reduce stress and improve human well-
being (Burgess, 1988).  Natural environments with vegetation and water reduce stress 
for observers compared to urban environments without such amenities (Schroder 
2009).  Open space within 1500ft raised housing property values (Bolitzer and 
Netusil 2000).   
Given the many positive factors that parks can provide to their users, it is 
important to understand how parks are distributed throughout the landscape and who 9 
 
has access to these areas to ensure justice.  In this case, justice is defined as the equal 
sharing of benefits and burdens experienced by individuals or groups, which could be 
measured as the equal distribution of park acres per person.  However, a strictly 
egalitarian distribution does not account for different needs of individuals.  For 
example, in Leicester, Britain, Comber et al., found that access to parks was evenly 
distributed throughout the city, but urban green spaces were not equally distributed 
amongst certain ethnic and religious groups (Comber, et al., 2008).  Gobster (2002) 
showed that ethnic minorities in Chicago often travelled longer to utilize green spaces 
and used them less compared to their white counterparts.   
Boone et al. examined the demographic characteristics of groups that have access 
to parks, using census data at the block group and tract level in Baltimore.  They 
determined (1) which census block groups contained their population centroid within 
a quarter-mile buffer from parks and (2) the assessed value of properties (as a 
measurement of household income) within a quarter-mile of parks (Boone et al., 
2009).  Blacks had greater access to parks than any other racial or ethnic group, but 
they had access to smaller parks (less acreage) than predominantly white 
neighborhoods (Boone, et al.; 2009).  This research examines racial differences in 
access to various types of parks in Seattle using an environmental justice perspective. 
Past research has included socioeconomic status as a topic of interest to ensure 
that individuals of all classes have access to parks.  Tuttle (1996) concluded that high-
income households with private yards were likely to use their backyard as well as 
other neighborhood parks but low-income people with private yards reported that 
their yard was the only type of outdoor space they used in their neighborhood.  Low-10 
 
income people reported leaving their own neighborhood to visit parks and other 
outdoor spaces in higher-income neighborhoods because they felt unsafe in their own 
neighborhoods.  Haynen (2006) found a strong positive correlation between canopy 
cover and household income and concluded that green space did not equally benefit 
all groups.  Thus, environmental justice research also should examine the distribution 
of parks of various types and their relationship to socioeconomic groups.   
Environmental Justice and Environmental Criminology provide a framework that 
looks at the system as a whole rather than individually.  Building on this literature, 
this study aims to identify whether certain racial or socioeconomic groups experience 
increased neighborhood disamenities (based on the number of crimes occurring 
within 800m of a park) and to determine whether certain parks are magnets for crime. 11 
 
3.0 Methodology 
3.1 Study Site 
Nestled between the Puget Sound and Lake Washington, Seattle is the largest city 
in the Pacific Northwest.  Its land area covers 217 sq km, and includes 150 sq km of 
waterways.  The city is located at sea level, and the highest elevation in the city is 
158.5m.  Hills and waterways throughout the city provide Seattle with an interesting and 
diverse landscape and having significant implications for human activity within the city.  
The Lake Washington Ship Canal divides Seattle into northern and southern sections.  
Seattle consists of 129 census tracts.  As recorded in the 2000 Census the population of 
Seattle was 563, 374 people, including 70.1 percent whites, 8.4 percent Black or African 
American, 13.1 percent Asian racial group, 0.5 percent Native Hawaiian and Pacific 
Islander and 1.0 percent American Indian and Alaska Native racial groups (U.S. Census 
Bureau).  Median household income for the city in 2000 was 45,736 dollars (U.S. Census 
Bureau).   12 
 
3.2 Data Sources 
3.2.1 Park Data Sources 
  The parks shapefile was obtained from the King County GIS Center.  The 
shapefile contained all the parks, both city and county-owned.  The shapefile also 
included descriptive information such as the parcel identification number (PIN), the site 
name, owners, and managers of each park.  The spatial reference for this shapefile is the 
Washington State Plane North_ North American Datum 1983.  Limitations with the park 
data included issues with duplicity.  While exploring the data, it was found that some 
parcels were duplicated multiple times throughout the dataset.  To mitigate for the issues 
the data was scrutinized for inconsistencies and using GIS duplicate data was omitted 
from the shapefile. 
3.2.2 Crime Data Sources 
  Seattle crime information was obtained from data.seattle.gov, which is a website 
that provides public access to datasets generated by various departments in the Seattle 
City Government.  The Seattle Police Department provides reports of each incident that is 
posted to their Records Management System (RMS); this system is then transmitted out 
to the data.seattle.gov website.  Incident reports include information such as the incident 
location (latitude and longitude coordinates), the type of offense, and the date that the 
incident occurred and was reported.  Each incident report is published within six to 
twelve hours after it is initially filed into the system.  The dataset used in this analysis 
was retrieved on February 25, 2012.  Only crime information from 2008 and 2010 was 
included in the study.  Limitations on the dataset include issues of completeness, many of 
the datasets from earlier years were incomplete and considered unreliable.  Spatial 13 
 
accuracy was also an issue that I encountered.  The data points provided were useful 
because they were on a discrete level, however due to confidentiality purposes this data is 
limited to the block level and cross sections rather than actual house or building numbers.  
This limitation could potentially skew my results.  
3.2.3 Census Data Sources 
  Data for the 2000 census was obtained via the United States Census Bureau 
website.  The specific categories used for this analysis were race, educational attainment, 
and household income within each census tract.  Racial groups of interest were Whites, 
Blacks or African Americans, Asians, American Indian or Alaska Natives, and Native 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islanders.  Percentages of the aforementioned groups were obtained 
using the General Demographic Profile-1 table, contained in the Census 2000: Summary 
File 1. 
Educational attainment and household income information was derived from the Quick 
Table Population-20 and Quick Table Population-32 tables, contained in the Census 
2000: Summary File 3.  The characteristics of interest for educational attainment in this 
study were the percentages of populations within census tracts that have obtained some 
type of higher education.  Utilizing the 2000 census data, the percentage of populations 
with bachelor degrees or higher was obtained.  The percentage of respondents aged 18-24 
with a Bachelors degree or higher was obtained by dividing the Bachelor’s degree or 
higher category by the total population aged 18-24 and multiplying it by 100.  The 
percentage of respondents aged 25 and over with a Bachelor’s degree was obtained by 
finding the sum of the respondents with a Bachelor’s, Master’s, Professional or Doctorate 14 
 
Degrees and dividing the sum by the total population aged 25 and over and multiplying 
by 100. 
Household Income data of interest were households with income less than 10K 
and households with income equal to or greater than 200K.  The percentage of 
households with income less than 10K was obtained by dividing the number of 
Household Income less than 10K by the total number of households and multiplying by 
100; a similar approach was used to determine the percentage of households in each 
census tract that had an income equal to or greater than 200K.  
The King County 2000 census tract shapefile was obtained from the 
Topologically Integrated Geographic Encoding and Referencing system (TIGER), which 
is a division of the US Census Bureau.  The shapefile datum is North American Datum 
1983.   15 
 
3.3 GIS Methods 
3.3.1 Park Distribution 
3.3.1.1 Park type classification 
A universal typology was derived for all parks within King County, Washington using 
aerial photography, satellite imagery, and Parks & Recreation planning documents from 
the city of Seattle, city of Bellevue and King County (Table 1).  This typology was taken 
from the Amenity Migration Research Project (J. Tilt, personal communication).  Parks 
were classified into seven different categories by this author based on their use (active or 
passive), development level, and access to users and facilities on the premises.  Active-
use parks are characterized by the formal playing fields, outdoor or indoor courts, 
swimming pools, community centers, restroom facilities and/or picnic shelters that are 
available on site.  Passive-use parks are defined as having no formal fields for active 
play.  They tend to have benches, or viewing areas, and trails for walking, biking or 
hiking.  Development level refers to how much the area is built up.  Development levels 
are high, medium and low.  High level of development meant that 75-100 percent of the 
area of the park was developed with little to no natural area available; medium level of 
development was 26-74 percent and low development was 0-25 percent developed, with 
the majority of the park area being natural, wooded or untouched area.  Access refers to 
how open the area is to users.  While all areas are considered public, not all parks have 
specific entry areas for exploration.  Therefore, low access refers to a parks that is 
vegetated but does not have trails, whereas high access refers to a park where people are 
encouraged to explore with trails that are easily accessible to users.   16 
 
Triangles and boulevards are only found in Seattle, Washington, and therefore 
follow the city of Seattle, Parks and Recreation Department park classification policy.  
As set forth in the guidelines, triangles are small areas usually composed of traffic islands 
or leftover pieces of land (Seattle, Parks and Recreation Department, 2009).  Some 
triangle parks may include amenities such as benches or lighting for safety (Seattle, Parks 
and Recreation Department, 2009).  Boulevards serve as a transportation corridor and 
provide safe routes for pedestrians.  They are often aesthetically pleasing as well.  In 
terms of accessibility, both triangles and boulevards serve as being highly accessible to 
park users (Seattle, Parks and Recreation Department, 2009).   
Recreational parks have an active use component and are generally highly 
developed areas.  Recreational parks will not have any natural area and may include all or 
some of the following amenities: playgrounds, ball fields, outdoor or indoor courts, 
community centers, swimming pools, picnic shelters, or restroom facilities.  Multiuse-
natural parks have high access for passive and active use and medium to high 
development on the land.  They contain natural areas such as trails, viewpoints, or 
wooded areas as well as recreation areas, which may include ball fields, courts, or other 
facilities.  Natural-passive parks have low development with high access and a primary 
usage of passive activity.  Natural parks have low development and access to users; if 
areas are accessible, they will be for passive activity only.  Lastly, working-resource 
parks have both development and access that is low to medium.  The use is generally 
passive as well.  Working-resource parks are typically working farms.   17 
 
Table 1 depicts the typology used for each classification and examples, numbers, and 
areas of these park types in Seattle.  Typology highlighted in red signifies the type of 
parks that will be used primarily for this study. 
 
 
Within ArcGIS the original park shapefile was added to the data frame.  The data 
was analyzed to ensure validity and duplicate parks were deleted from the dataset.  Next, 
a field was added to the park shapefile and named park type.  In an editing session, each 
park was classified using the typology.  Then using the select by attributes function each 
park type was selected from the whole.  The output was exported as a shapefile, named 
according to the park type. 
3.3.1.2 Average Nearest Neighbor Analysis 
Using ArcMap 10, each park type shapefile was added to the data frame.  To 
determine the spatial distribution of parks, the park type shapefile (ex: 
recreationpark.shp) was used as the input feature class with the Euclidean distance 
method as the parameters for the average nearest neighbor tool.  The nearest neighbor 18 
 
analysis tool calculated a nearest neighbor index based on the average distance from each 
feature is to its nearest neighboring feature to determine if the pattern is dispersed or 
clustered.  Based on the results of the significance level (p-value) and the Critical value 
(z-score) returned in the output of the pattern analysis tool the null hypothesis can be 
accepted or rejected.  For pattern analysis tolls the null hypothesis is Complete Spatial 
Randomness (CSR).  A very low (negative) z-score accompanied with a very small p-
value it is unlikely that the spatial pattern reflects the null hypothesis.  A confidence level 
of 99 percent was chosen to indicate that the null hypothesis would not be rejected unless 
the probability that the pattern created by random chance was very small or less than a 
one percent probability, meaning that the z-score would fall between < -2.58 or > +2.58 
with a p-value of <0.01.  Due to their lack of spatial variation, triangles, boulevards and 
natural parks were not taken into consideration for this analysis. 
3.3.1.3 Measuring Access to Park Space 
The standard distance that people are willing to walk to reach a park area is 
roughly 400m, according to past research (Forsyth, 2000; Nicholls, 2001; Lindsey, et al., 
2001).  Although network analyses measured access based on Euclidean or Manhattan 
distance, this was not feasible given the complexity in identifying specific points of entry 
for large parks that may have multiple entry sites.  Instead, this study used a 400m buffer 
from the perimeter of the park as a measure of accessibility of each park type, following 
Boone et al., (2009).  Due to the scale of the study calculating the number of individuals 
with access to each park type using census tract data is not feasible, therefore two 
methods were used in order to determine which census tracts had access to parks and 
census tracts that did not have any access to parks. 19 
 
In ArcMap10 each park type shapefile was added to the data frame along with the 
Seattle 2000 census tracts shapefile.  400m buffers were created around each park.  Using 
the select by location tool parks that intersected each buffer were selected and considered 
to have access to that park.  Those census tracts that did not intersect the buffers were 
considered to have no access to parks.   
Secondly, the total area for each park type that was available in each census tract 
was calculated to determine amount of park area available to certain populations within 
each census tract.  The area for each park type within each of the Census tracts was 
calculated Census tracts whose population centroid was located within a quarter mile 
(400m) buffer from a park were considered to have access to that park; these park areas 
were summed for each census tract and calculated to obtain the amount of park area 
accessible to that census tract (Boone et al., 2009).   
3.3.2 Census Data  
The following steps were taken in order to assess the spatial distribution of census 
variables.  Using ArcMap10, the Seattle 2000 census tracts were added to the data frame.  
For each of the census variables used in this analysis the symbology was set to represent 
the percentage of population for each variable that belonged to the census tract.  A map 
was made to show the distribution of each census variable. 
The following steps were taken to determine the spatial distribution of each park 
type and the census variables.  Using ArcMap10, the Seattle census tracts and parks were 
inserted into the data frame.  For each of the census variables used in this analysis the 
symbology was set to represent the percentage of population for each variable that 
belonged to the census tract.  Parks were then overlaid on the census tracts.  Using the 20 
 
intersect tool each park type shape file and the census tracts were used as the input 
feature classes and the default parameters were maintained.  The output generated a table 
that indicated the census tract that belonged to each park.  To determine the area of each 
park as it relates to the census tract, each park shapefile was clipped to the census tract.  
A field was added to the output table and the geometry of the shape was calculated.  
Another field was added to the shapefile, and the field calculator was used to determine 
the amount of park area per census tract using the expression [park type area]/[census 
tract area].  21 
 
3.3.3 Crime Data 
Crime data was filtered for the 2010 dataset to obtain crimes that could take place 
in or near a park, following Groff and McCord (2012).   
Table 2 Filtered and unfiltered crime datasets.  Crimes were filtered for the 2010 
analysis but they were not filtered for the 2008 analysis. 
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Two methods were used to examine the crime data; all involved ArcMap10.  
Using the display x, y coordinates function the crimes were displayed as point data 
overlaid on top of the census tracts.  The crime points were exported, saved as a 
shapefile, and then reprojected into the Washington State Plane coordinate system. 
3.3.3.1 Point Density Analysis 
Using ArcMap10, the Seattle 2000 census tracts and Seattle crime points (2008 
and 2010) were added to the data frame.  After crime points were overlaid on the census 
tracts, a crime point density analysis was conducted to detect high-crime density areas.  
The point density calculates a magnitude per unit area from point features that fall within 
a neighborhood around each cell.  A neighborhood is defined around the center point of 
each raster cell.  The number of points that falls within the neighborhood is totaled and 
divided by the area of the neighborhood to get the crime density.  The parameters include 
a raster cell size of 349.862101600006 and neighborhood radius of size of 2915.517513.   
3.3.3.2 Buffer Analysis 
Using ArcMap10, the Seattle 2000 census tracts, Seattle crime points for 2008, 
and Seattle parks were added to the data frame to examine influence of a specific park 
type on criminal activity.  A buffer analysis was conducted to determine the number of 
crime events that occurred within a given distance of each park type.  A series of 
concentric rings were placed at regularly spaced intervals in a zonal buffer approach, 
which does not include previous distances in any calculations, only the concentric ring 
(DeMotto and Davies, 2006).  For this study, a series of buffers of 100-meter increments 
from 0 to 800 meters was created around each of the parks.  The buffers were created 
using the Buffer Wizard tool in ArcMap10.  A field was then created within the buffer 23 
 
attribute table to calculate the area of the buffer.  To ensure that each buffer was uniquely 
associated with its own park, the buffers were joined to the park type shapefile based on 
the unique identifier number.  Using the select by location function, the following 
expression was applied: [select from crime points] that have their centroid within [“x” 
buffer].  The crime points were then intersected with the buffers.  A frequency table was 
generated to determine how many crimes were reported within each buffer.  The buffer 
table was then joined to the frequency output table and a field was created to calculate the 
number of crimes/unit area.  The table was joined to the original park shapefile. 24 
 
3.3.4 Hypotheses tested using GIS 
  Using ArcMap10, spatial distributions were constructed to test the relationship of 
various census variables to the different park types.  The following hypotheses were 
tested: 
1.  Race vs. Park type:  
I expect to find that census tracts with high percentages of the white racial 
group would be closer to park types that are natural-passive and natural.  High 
percentages of white racial groups are likely to be found in areas where household 
income and educational levels are to be higher thus affording them the 
opportunity to afford such amenities that natural-passive and natural parks 
provide.  
2. Education vs. Park type: 
I hypothesize that a higher area of natural-passive parks will occur in 
census tracts with high percentages of populations who are 25 and older with BS 
degrees or higher.  It is likely that those with BS Degrees will be in a higher 
income bracket giving them the opportunity to afford the amenities that parks 
natural-passive parks provide such as viewpoints and walking trails. 
3. Income vs. Park type: 
I hypothesize that a great number of recreation parks will be available to 
census tracts that have higher percentages of households with income less than 
10K, because past research has shown that urban recreational parks were placed 
in areas that were targeted in low income areas in an attempt to get kids off of the 
streets (Cranz, 1982).25 
 
4. Crime vs. Park type:  
I expect to find Natural-Passive parks located in areas of high crime, 
because there may be more places to find cover and remain hidden. 
 
3.4 Statistical Methods 
3.4.1 Linear Regressions 
Utilizing the Excel workbook (analysis toolpack), linear regressions were 
constructed relating various census variables to one another and other variables.  The 
following hypotheses were tested: 
1.  Race and Educational attainment:  I expect to find that the percentage of 
population in minority groups is negatively related to the percentage of 
population with BS degrees or higher. 
2.  Race and Household Income:  I expect to find the percentage of population in 
minority groups will be positively related to the percentage of household with 
income less than 10K. 
3.  Educational Attainment and Household Income: I expect to find the 
percentage of populations 18-25 and 25 and older with BS degrees or higher 
will be negatively related to populations with household income less than 
10K. 
4.  Race and Crime: I expect to find higher percentages of minority groups in 
census tracts where greater number of crimes are reported. 26 
 
5.  Educational Attainment and Crime: I expect to find higher percentages of 
crime occurring in census tracts that had smaller percentages of populations 
25 and older with BS degrees or higher. 
6.  Household Income and Crime: I expected to find higher percentages of 
populations whose household income was less than 10K in census tracts 
where crime was more frequent. 27 
 
4.0 Results 
4.1. Census Relationships (Race, Income, and Education) 
4.1.1 Race vs. Educational Attainment 
Table 3:  Fitted linear regression relationships between the percent of population in a 
census tract that belong to a certain racial group (independent variable) and the percent of 
population 18-24 or 25 years and older who have a BS degree or higher (dependent 
variable) in 129 census tracts in Seattle, Washington.  Relationships were considered to 
be significant if the R
2 value was above 0.4. 
 
 
Race was slightly, but not significantly related to education for groups aged 18-24 
years, but significant relationships were found for groups aged 25 or older.  Higher 
proportions of people had BS degrees or higher in census tracts with high proportions of 
whites, whereas low proportions of people had BS degrees or higher in census tracts with 
high percents of American Indian/Alaska Native or Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders 
(Table 3, Figures 2-B, 2-H, 2-J). 
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Figure 2: (overleaf): Race vs. Educational Attainment.  A and B show the percentage of 
population in census tracts that belong to the white racial group with household income 
less than 10K and household income greater than or equal to 200K, respectively.  C and 
D show the same relationships for the black racial group.  The same relationships for the 
Asian racial group is shown in E and F.  Similarly, G and H, and I and J, show the same 
relationships for the AIAN and NHPI racial groups, respectively.  Bold black lines on all 
graphs are simple linear regressions with line equation and R
2 values shown. 
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4.1.2 Race vs. Household Income 30 
 
Table  Fitted linear regression relationships between the percentage of population in 
census tracts that belong to a certain racial group (independent variable) and Household 
income less than 10K and household income greater than or equal to 200K (dependent 
variable) in 129 census tracts in Seattle, Washington. 
 
 
Statistical relationships between race and income were weak.  Census tracts with high 
percentages of the AIAN racial group were likely to have higher proportions of 
households with income less than 10K (R
2 = 0.31) (Table 4, Figure 3-G).  Census tracts 
with high percentages of the white racial group were likely to have lower proportions of 
households with income less than 10K (R
2 = 0.23) (Table 4, Figure 3-A). 
 
Figure 3 (overleaf): Race vs. Household Income.  A and B show the percentage of 
population in census tracts that belong to the white racial group and household income 
less than 10K and household income greater than or equal to 200K, respectively.  C and 
D show the same relationships for the black racial group.  The same relationships for the 
Asian racial group is show in E and F.  Similarly, G and H, and I and J, show the same 
relationships for the AIAN and NHPI racial groups, respectively.  Bold black lines on all 
graphs are simple linear regressions with line equation and R
2 values shown. 
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4.1.3 Educational Attainment vs. Household Income 
Table 5:  Fitted linear regression relationships between the percentage of population in 
census tracts who are 18-24 and 25 years and older with Bachelor Degree or higher 
(independent variable) and household income less than 10K and household income 
greater than or equal to 200K (dependent variable).  The relationships were tested among 
129 census tracts in Seattle, Washington.   
 
There is a weak relationship (R
2 = 0.30) between educational attainment among 
populations whose age was 25 years and older who received a Bachelor degree or higher 
and household income greater than or equal to 200K (Table 5, Figure 4- D).  
 
Figure 4: Educational Attainment vs. Household Income.  A and B show the percentage 
of populations ages18-24 and 25 and older with BS Degrees or higher with household 
income less than 10K.  C and D show the same relationships for household income 200k 
or greater.  Bold black lines on all graphs are simple linear regressions with line equation 
and R
2 values shown. 33 
 
 
 
Figure 5: Spatial distribution of racial groups by census tracts in Seattle, Washington.34 
 
 
The spatial distribution of different racial groups in Seattle is quite distinctive.  
High percentages of whites reside in northern Seattle, and higher percentages of minority 
groups live in southern Seattle.  Downtown Seattle, shows a diverse groups of 
individuals, some Whites, but mostly, Blacks, AIAN, and Asians.  
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Figure 6: Spatial distribution of household income less than 10k and 200k or higher.36 
 
Census tracts with household income less than 10k are clustered within downtown 
Seattle, with the exception of one census tract located in Southwest Seattle.  Percentages 
of households with income less than 10k range from 0.7 to 47 percent, with the majority 
of census tracts ranging from 0.7 to 12.6 percent.  Census tracts with household income 
greater than or equal to 200k are located in both South and North Seattle.  Percentages of 
household with income greater than or equal to 200k range from 0 to 18.4 percent, with 
the majority of the census tracts falling within 0 to 6.1 percent.  37 
 
 
Figure 7:  Spatial distribution of educational attainment by census tract in Seattle, Washington38 
 
Educational attainment within Seattle is highly variable.  South Seattle has census 
tracts with high proportions of both populations 18-24 and 25 and older with low 
educational attainment.  The downtown area also shows a mid to low percentage of 
census tracts with overall low educational attainment.  Northern Seattle has many census 
tracts with high proportions of educational attainment for both populations.  Northeast 
Seattle just above Union Bay has the majority of percentages of populations 25 and older 
with BS degrees or higher.  Northern Seattle for census tracts with populations, ages 18-
24 is more variable for educational attainment than South Seattle or populations 25 and 
older.  Educational attainment for the younger population is dominated with census tracts 
that have mid to high number of people with BS degrees or higher but the area also 
contains a number of census tracts where educational attainment is very low. 39 
 
4.2 Distribution of Crimes 
In 2008, there were 2,315 crimes reported in the city of Seattle, figure 8 shows the 
spatial distribution of crime reported.  In 2010, there were 8,458 crimes reported and 
figure 9 shows the distribution of the crimes reported.   Based on the visual assessment of 
Figure 8 it is clear that crimes are clustered in the downtown area.  Crimes appear to be 
more evenly dispersed amongst the rest of the landscape however, there are noticeably a 
smaller number of crimes in Northen Seattle than South Seattle.  In figure 9 based on the 
visual assessment, it is clear in that the spatial distribution is again clustered in the 
downtown area; however, there are also seem to be areas of clustering in North and South 
Seattle.   
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Figure 8: shows the Spatial Distribution of 2008 Crimes in Seattle, Washington.  41 
 
 
Figure 9 shows the spatial distribution of 2010 Crime Reports in Seattle, Washington.  42 
 
4.2.1 Average Nearest Neighbor Summary 
Using ArcGIS, the average nearest neighbor was generated to show the type of 
distribution of the 2008 and 2010 crime points in Seattle, Washington.   
Table 6 shows the observed mean distance, expected mean distance, nearest 
neighbor ratio, z-score, p-value and distance method used to determine whether the 
sample is clustered, random or dispersed.   
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 10 shows the distribution of crime reports in 2008 and 2010 for the city of Seattle.   
Given the z-scores of both the 2008(-85.06) and 2010 (-164.3) crime datasets, there is a 
less than 1 percent likelihood that this clustered pattern could be the result of random 
chance (Table 6, Figures 10-A and 10-B, respectively). 43 
 
 
Figure 11 shows the distribution of crime for the 2008 crime dataset.  The crime hotspot 
is located in downtown Seattle, as indicated by the red with less crimes occurring moving 
away from the center of Seattle.  The pattern of clustered crime occurrences suggests that 
there are underlying factors to this pattern.44 
 
 
 
Figure 12 shows the distribution of crime for the 2010 crime dataset.  The crime hotspot 
is located in downtown Seattle, as indicated by the red with less crimes occurring moving 
away from the center of Seattle.  The pattern of clustered crime occurrences suggests that 
there are underlying factors to this pattern. 45 
 
4.3 Parks 
  The distribution of Seattle parks vary by type.  As shown in table 1 and 
figure 13 there are 25 triangle parks, three boulevard parks, one natural park, 151 
recreation parks, 65 multiuse-natural parks and 105 natural-passive parks.  Figure 13, 
shows the spatial arrangement of different park types over the Seattle landscape.  By 
visual assessment, parks appear to be dispersed with larger multiuse-natural parks 
centrally located in north Seattle.  There are three large recreation parks, two of which 
reside in south Seattle and the third is in North Seattle.  Triangle Parks are difficult to see 
however, they are present in the inset map and most appear to be located in downtown 
and north Seattle.   
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Figure 13:  Spatial Distribution of Park Types in Seattle, Washington.  Due to triangle, boulevard, and natural parks being so 
small, they were placed in inset maps in order to better visualize their spatial distribution.47 
 
4.3.1 Average Nearest Neighbor Summary 
The average nearest neighbor was generated for each park type using ArcGIS.  
Tables display the observed mean distance, expected mean distance, nearest neighbor 
ratio, z-score, p-value and distance method used to complete the calculation and 
determine if the pattern is clustered, random or dispersed.   
 
 
Table 7 shows the observed mean distance, expected mean distance, nearest 
neighbor ratio, z-score, p-value and distance method used to determine whether the 
sample is clustered, random or dispersed.   
 
 
 
 
 48 
 
Figure 14 shows the nearest neighbor distance bell curve to identify types of distributions 
within the data.   
 
Given the z-score of 1.56, the pattern for recreation parks does not appear to be 
significantly different than random (Table7, Figure 14-A).  Multiuse-Natural parks has a 
value of -1.47 z-score, the pattern does not appear to be significantly different from 
random (Table 7, Figure 14-B).  Given the z-score of 1.42, the pattern of natural-passive 
parks does not appear to be significantly different than random (Table 7, Figure 14-C). 49 
 
4.4 Census data vs. Crime  
4.4.1 Racial Groups vs. Crime 
Table 8 shows relationships between the percent of population in census tract that belong 
to a certain racial group (independent variable) and the number of crimes that occurred in 
2008 and 2010 (dependent variable) in 129 census tracts in Seattle, Washington.  
Relationships are considered significant when the R
2 value is greater than 0.30. 
 
There is positive statistical significance between populations that belong to the 
American Indian or Alaska Native racial group and the number of crimes that occur in 
each census tract (Table 9, Figure 15-G).  There is also slight significance in populations 
that belong to the white and black racial groups and the number of crimes that occur in 
each census tract (R
2 value of 0.1233 and 0.1299, respectively) (Table 9, Figures 15-D). 
 
Figure 15: (overleaf): Race vs. Crime.  A and B show the percentage of population in 
census tracts that belong to the white racial group and the number of crimes that occurred 
in each census tract for 2008 and 2010, respectively.  C and D show the same 
relationships for the black racial group.  The same relationships for the Asian group is 
shown in E and F.  Similarly, G and H, and I and J show the same relationships for the 
AIAN and NHPI racial groups, respectively.  Bold black lines on all graphs represent the 
simple linear regressions with line equations and R
2 values shown. 50 
 51 
 
4.4.2 Educational Attainment vs. Crime 
Table 9 shows the relationships between populations with BS degrees or higher 
(independent variable) and the number of crime reported (dependent variable) in each 
census tract in Seattle, Washington.  
 
There is negative statistical significance (R² = 0.1123) between percent of 
populations that are 25 and older with BS degrees or higher and the number of crimes 
reported in each census tract (Table 9, Figure16-B). 
 
 
Figure16: Number of Crimes in 2008 and Percent Population 18-24 and 25 and Older with BS 
Degrees or higher in each census tract.  52 
 
4.4.3 Household Income vs. Crime 
 
Table 10 shows the relationship between populations with household income less than 
10k and greater than or equal to 200k (independent variable) and the number of crimes 
reported (dependent variable) in each census tract in Seattle, Washington. 
 
There is a positive statistical significance (R² = 0.3917) between populations with 
household income less than 10k and the number of crimes reported in each census tract 
(Table 10, Figure 17-A). 
 
Figure 17: A and B show the number of crimes in 2008 in relation to the populations with 
household income less than 10k and greater than or equal to 200k, respectively.  C and B 
show the number of crimes in 2010 with respect to household income less than 10k and 
greater that or equal to 200k or higher.  Bold lines signify simple regressions.  Equations 
and R
2 values are attached. 53 
 
4.5 Crime vs. Parks  
 
Table 11:  Hypothesis for the distribution of crime within 800m of each type of park. 
 
 
If parks are magnets for crime the shape of the distribution in the graph, will have an 
increasing number of crimes within the first 300-400m of the park and begin to even out 
further away from the park.  Figure 18 shows an example of the expected trend.  If parks 
are not magnets for crime the shape of the distribution in the graph will have a linear 
trend showing a general increase in the number of crimes occurring further away from the 
park.  Figure 19 shows an example of the trend if parks are not magnets for crime.   54 
 
 
 
Figure 18: Sample representation of crime distribution as it pertains to being a 
magnet for crime 
 
 
 
Figure19: Sample representation of crime distribution when not considered a 
magnet for crime. 55 
 
4.5.1 Recreation Parks 
In 2008, parks with the highest amount of crime (>14crimes/ha) were Westlake 
Park, Regrade Park, McGraw Square, Victor Steinbrueck Park and Westlake Square 
(Table A1, Figure 20-A )  The parks with the lowest amount of crime reports (≤ 
0.11crimes/ha) are Laurelhurst Playfield, Andover Place, University Lake Shore Place, 
Sacajawea Playground and Webster Park (Table A1 Figure 20-A).  In 2010, the parks 
with the highest amount of crimes/ha (>52crimes/ha) were Westlake Park, Regrade Park, 
Victor Steinbrueck Park, McGraw Park and Prefontaine Place (Table A2, Figure 20-B)  
Parks with the lowest amount crime (≤ 0.7 crimes/ha) were Cesar Chavez Parks, 
Cleveland Playfield, Andover Place, Georgetown Playfield, and South Park Meadow 
(Table A2, Figure 20-B). 
 
 
Figure 20 A and B (overleaf) shows the 2008 and 2010, recreation parks that have the 
highest and lowest number of cumulative crimes per ha occurring within 800m of the 
park, respectively.  C and D show the recreation parks that have the highest and lowest 
number of crimes (non-cumulatively) per ha that occurred within 800m of the park, 
respectively. 56 
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  Given the slight rounded curve in the dataset, some parks (Westlake Parks, Victor 
Steinbrueck, and Regrade Park) appear to be magnets for crime, however this is a very 
weak detection (Figure20-A).  The 2010 dataset does not appear to have any recreation 
parks that are magnets of crime.  The trends appear linear which goes against the 
hypothesis (Figure 20-B).  Tables 12 and 13 show the recreation parks for the 2008 and 
2010 that have the highest and lowest number of crimes/ha that occurred within 800m of 
the park, respectively. 
Table 12:  Recreation Parks with Highest and Lowest No. of Crimes/ha within 800m in 
2008. 
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Table 13:  Recreation Parks with Highest and Lowest No. of Crimes/ha within 800m in 
2010. 
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Figure 21 shows a graphical representation the recreation parks with the highest and 
lowest number of crimes/ha within 800m in 2008.  Equidistant buffers of 100m are 
placed around each park to aid in assessment of how many crimes call within the 800m 
buffer distance.60 
 
 
Figure 22 provides a graphical representation of recreation parks with the highest number of crimes/ha within 800m of 
equidistant buffers at 100m apart.61 
 
4.5.2 Multiuse-Natural Parks 
In 2008 the parks with the highest number of cumulative crimes (>1.2crimes/ha) were Dr. 
Rizal Park, Ward Springs Park, Beer Sheva Park, Homer Harris Park and Atlantic City Boat 
Ramp (Table A3, Figure 23-A).  The parks with the lowest number of cumulative crimes (≤ 0.04 
crimes/ha) were Discovery Park, Emma Schmitz Memorial Overlook, Lowman Beach Park, 
Landsburg Park – Seattle, and Rattlesnake Lake Recreation Area (Table A3, Figure 23-A).  In 
2010 the parks with the highest number of cumulative crimes (>1.2crimes/ha) were Dr. Rizal 
Park, Ward Springs Park, Beer Sheva Park, Homer Harris Park and Atlantic City Boat Ramp 
(Table A4, Figure 23-B).  The parks with the lowest number of cumulative crimes (≤ 0.04 
crimes/ha) were Discovery Park, Emma Schmitz Memorial Overlook, Lowman Beach Park, 
Landsburg Park – Seattle, and Rattlesnake Lake Recreation Area (Table A4, Figure 23-B). 
Figure 23 (overleaf) A and B shows the 2008 and 2010, multiuse-natural parks that have the 
highest and lowest number of cumulative crimes per ha occurring within 800m of the park, 
respectively.  C and D show the 2008 and 2010 multiuse-natural parks that have the highest and 
lowest number of crimes (noncumulative) per ha that occurred within 800m of the park, 
respectively. 
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Based on the linear trend of the graph there is no evidence of a local effect of 
crime the selected parks from the 2008 or 2010 datasets (Figure 23-A and Figure 23-B, 
respectively).  In Figure 23-C, it can be seen that the multiuse-natural parks are variable 
with regard to the amount of crimes that occurs.  Crimes occur within 100m of the park 
but then drop between 200-300m of the park, and then steadily rise at 600m.  The same 
variability is seen in 2010 for the noncumulative crimes that occur within 800m of the 
multiuse-natural parks (Figure 23-D).  Based on the variability seen within the graph it is 
clear that multiuse-natural parks are not crime generators.  In general, there are high 
levels of crime within 100m of the park, this number drops, and then steadily increases at 
500m from the park, and declines with the exception for one park that continues to rise.   
Tables 14 and 15 show the multiuse-natural parks for the 2008 and 2010 that have 
the highest and lowest number of crimes/ha that occurred within 800m of the park, 
respectively.   
Table 14: Multiuse-natural parks that have the highest and lowest numbers of crimes/ha 
within 800m of the park in 2008. 
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Table 15: Multiuse-natural parks with the highest and lowest number of crime/ha within 
800m of the park in 2010. 
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Figure24: Graphical representation of multiuse-natural parks with the lowest number crimes/ha occurring within 800m of the park in 2008. 
As shown in figure 24 there are five multiuse-natural parks with the lowest number of crimes/ha.  The parks are 
geographically spread out but most parks are in north Seattle.   66 
 
 
Figure 25: Graphical representation of multiuse-natural parks with the highest number of crimes/ha within 800m of the 
park in 2008.  It shows multiuse-natural parks with the greatest number of crimes/ha.  The parks near the downtown area in 
South Seattle, they also fall adjacent to Lake Washington .67 
 
4.5.3 Natural-Passive Parks 
In 2008 the parks with the highest number of cumulative crimes (>1.8 crimes/ha) 
were Piers 62 and 63, Waterfront Park, Summit Ave E. and E. John St., Lewis Park, and 
Myrtle Edwards Park (Table A5, Figure26-A).  The parks with the lowest number of 
cumulative crimes (≤ 0.02 crimes/ha) were Terminal 108 Park, West Montlake Park, 
Carleton Highlands, Hamlin Park Reservoir Site, and Washington Arboretum (Table A5, 
Figure 26-A ).  In 2010 the parks with the highest number of cumulative crimes 
(>2.0crimes/ha) were Piers 62 and 63, Waterfront Park, Summit Ave E. and E. John St., 
Lewis Park, and Myrtle Edwards Park (Table A6, Figure 26-B).  The parks with the 
lowest number of cumulative crimes (≤ 0.02 crimes/ha) were Smith Cove Park, Smith 
Cove Park at Terminal 91, Carleton Highlands, Hamlin Park Reservoir Site, and 
Washington Park Arboretum (Table A6, Figure 26-B ). 
 
Figure 26 (overleaf) A and B shows the 2008 and 2010 natural-passive parks that with 
the highest number of cumulative crimes occurring within 800m of the park, respectively.  
C and D show the same years 2008 and 2010 natural-passive parks that have the highest 
and lowest number of crimes (noncumulative) per ha that occurred within 800m of the 
park, respectively. 68 
 69 
 
  Based on the curve of the graph in figure 26-A there is little indication to show 
that the parks are generators of crimes.  The trend is linear showing that parks are not 
significantly associated with being magnets for crime.  Based on the noncumulative 
graph, natural-passive parks do not have a tendency to have crime within 100m of the 
park.  The graph shows a rapid increase in the number of crimes/ha at the 200m buffer 
area, the trend falls and then steadily rises at 600m and falls again at 800m (Figure 26-C).  
In 2010, it is clear that most natural-parks are not generators of crimes, with the 
exception of Summit Ave E and E John S.  The trend shows a slight curve indicating that 
it may be associated with being a magnet for crime (Figure 26-B).  This can be confirmed 
in the noncumulative graph, as it shows that Summit Ave E and E John S  Park has more 
crimes/ha between 100-400m of the park and then falls between 400-800m of the park 
(Figure 26-D).  The other parks show a more variable trend with less crime/ha within 
100m of the park, however at 200 and 600m the graph peaks indicating that increased 
number of crimes occur within those areas. 70 
 
Table 16: Natural-Passive parks with the highest number of crimes/ha that occurred 
within 800m of the park in 2008. 
 
 
Table 17: Natural-passive parks with the lowest number of crimes/ha that occurred within 
800m of the park in 2010. 
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Figure26:  Graphical representation of natural-passive parks with the highest number of crimes/ha within 800m of the park in 
2008.72 
 
 
Figure 27:  Graphical representation of natural-passive parks with the lowest number of crimes/ha within 800m of the park in 
2008.  Based on the visual assessment parks with the lowest number of crimes/ha are located in northern and parts of southern 
Seattle.  The parks are located away from the downtown area. 
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4.6 Census vs. Parks 
4.6.1 Racial Groups 
 
Figure 28 shows the spatial distribution of park types overlaid on the distribution of white 
and non white racial groups in Seattle, Washington. 74 
 
Based on a visual assessment of the distribution of racial groups and each park 
type within Seattle, Washington there is a clear indication that census tracts with higher 
percentages of whites have access to multiuse-natural parks.  Census tracts with higher 
percentages of nonwhites have less access to multiuse-natural parks, and greater access to 
recreation parks (Figure 28).   
Table 18 shows the relationships between census tracts with percentages of a certain 
racial group and the amount of each park type area available in those census tracts. 
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4.6.1.1 Recreation Park Area  
Statistical significance (R
2value 0.0242) is seen in the positive relationship 
between census tracts with percentages of Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander racial 
group and the amount of park area available in the census tracts (Table 18, Figure 28-E).  
Statistical significance is also seen in the negative relationship between census tracts with 
percentages of Whites and the amount of recreation park area available in the census 
tracts (Table 18, Figure 28-A). 76 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 28: Percentage of census tracts with populations belonging to a certain racial 
group and Recreational Park area available in the census tract. 77 
 
4.6.1.2 Multiuse-Natural Park Area 
There is a negative relationship (R² = 0.0272) between census tracts with 
percentages of American Indian and Alaska Native racial group and the amount of 
multiuse-natural park area in the census tracts (Table 18, Figure 29-D). 
 
 
Figure 29: Percentage of census tracts with populations belonging to a certain racial 
group and multiuse-natural park area available in the census tract. 
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4.6.1.3 Natural-Passive Park Area 
There is one statistically significant positive relationship between census tracts 
with percentages of Native Hawaiian and Pacifica Islanders and natural-passive parks 
with an R
2 value of 0.0604 (Table 18, Figure 30-E). 
 
 
Figure 30: Percentage of census tracts with populations belonging to a certain racial 
group and natural-passive park area available in the census tract. 79 
 
4.6.2 Educational Attainment 
 
Figure 31: Spatial Distribution of park types in relation to percent populations ages 18-24 
and 25 and older with a BS degree or higher.80 
 
Based on a visual assessment of the map it is seen that census tracts with high 
percentages of people with BS degrees for both age brackets have more access to 
multiuse-natural parks than any other parks. 
Table 19 shows the relationship between census tracts with populations 18-24 and 
25 and older with BS Degrees or higher and each park type area available in the census 
tracts. 
 
 
4.6.2.1 Recreation Park Area 
There is a negative relationship between census tracts with percentages of 
populations 25 and older with BS Degrees and the amount of recreation park area 
available in the census tracts with an R
2 value of 0.0201 (Table 19, Figure 32-B)  
 
Figure 32: Relationships between educational attainment and the amount of 
recreation area available within each census tract.  A shows the relationship between 
recreation parks and the percentage of the population 18-24 with a BS Degree or Higher.  
And B shows the relationships between Recreation parks and percentage of the 
population 25 and older with a BS Degree or higher in census tracts in Seattle, 
Washington. 81 
 
4.6.2.2 Multiuse-Natural Park Area 
 
There is a positive relationship between census tracts with percentages of 
populations 25 and older with BS Degrees and the amount of multiuse-natural park area 
available in the census tracts with an R
2 value of 0.0135 (Table 19, Figure 33-B). 
 
 
Figure 33: Relationships between educational attainment and the amount of 
recreation area available within each census tract.  Figure33-A shows the relationship 
between multiuse-natural parks and the percentage of the population 18-24 with a BS 
Degree or Higher.  And 33-B shows the relationships between multiuse-natural and 
percentage of the population 25 and older with a BS Degree or higher in census tracts in 
Seattle, Washington. 82 
 
 
4.6.2.3 Natural-Passive Park Area 
There is a negative relationship between census tracts with percentages of 
populations 18-24 with BS Degrees and the amount of natural-passive park area available 
in the census tracts with an R
2 value of 0.0116 (Table 19, Figure 34-A). 
 
 
Figure34: Relationships between educational attainment and the amount of recreation 
area available within each census tract.   83 
 
4.6.3 Household Income 
 
 
Figure 35: The Spatial distribution of park types in relation to percent household income 
by census tract. 
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Based on a visual assessment of figure 39, it is clear that census tracts with high 
percentages of populations with household income less than 10k have a disproportionate 
amount of access to recreation parks than any other park type.  Whereas, census tracts 
with high percentages of household income greater than 200k have higher access to 
multiuse-natural parks but also have access to other parks as well including the natural-
passive and recreation parks though this is not as much (Figure 35).  Figure A1-3, show 
which census tracts lack access to each park type. 
 
Table 20 shows the relationships between census tracts with household income less than 
10k and greater than or equal to 200k and each park type. 
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4.6.3.1 Recreation Park Area 
There are negative relationships for census tracts with percentages of populations 
with household income less than 10k and households greater than or equal to 200k and 
the amount of recreation park area available in the census tracts (Table 20, Figure 36-A 
and B, respectively).  
 
 
Figure 36: Relationship between Household Income and Recreation Park Area in Each 
Census Tract 86 
 
4.6.3.2 Multiuse-Natural Park Area 
  Significance is shown in both income classes.  There is a negative relationship 
between census tracts with percentages of populations with household income less than 
10k and the amount of multiuse-natural park area available with an R
2 value of 0.0188.  
There is a positive relationship between census tracts with between census tracts with 
percentages of populations with household income greater than or equal to 200k and the 
amount of multiuse-natural park area available in the census tracts with an R
2 value of 
0.0178 (Table 20 Figures 37-A and 37-B, respectively). 
 
 
Figure 37:  Relationship between Household Income and Multiuse-Natural Park Area in 
Each Census Tract 87 
 
4.6.3.3 Natural-Passive Park Area 
  There is a negative correlation in census tracts that have percentage of households 
with income less than 10k and the amount of natural-passive park area available in those 
census tracts (Table 19, Figure 38-A ).  There is a positive correlation between census 
tracts with percentages of households with income greater than or equal to 200k and the 
amount of natural-passive park area available in the census tracts (Table 20, Figure 38-
B). 
 
 
Figure 38:  Relationship between Household Income and Natural-Passive Area in Each 
Census Tract. 88 
 
4.7 Measurement of Access  
Tables 21, 22, and 23 show the census statistics (including racial groups, 
household income, and educational attainment for the census tracts that do not have 
access to recreation, multiuse-natural and natural-passive parks, respectively.  The census 
tracts that are considered to have access to the parks are those that either have a certain 
park type located within its boundary or the census tract intersects the 400m buffer placed 
around each park (Figures A2, A3, A4). 
Table 21: Summary table of the census variables for census tracts with no access to 
recreation parks. 
 
 
There are nine census tracts that do not have access to recreation parks.  Four are 
located in northern Seattle, one near Mideast Seattle along the shore of Lake Washington 
and Union Bay, and 3 are located in South Seattle (Figure A2).  The majority of the 
census tracts have very low percentages (< 2 percent) of White and Black racial groups, 
but have higher percentages of AIAN, Asian and NHPI racial groups.  Household Income 89 
 
levels that are less than 10k are relatively low for most census tracts however; census 
tracts 000401 and 026500 exceed 18 percent.  
Table 22: Summary table of the census variables for the census tracts with no access to 
multiuse-natural parks.   
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There are 34census tracts that do not have access to multiuse-natural parks.  The 
majority of these tracts are located in downtown and southern Seattle (Figure A3).  Eight 
of the 34 census tracts have high percentages (12 – 37 percent) of populations that have a 
household income less than 10k.  In addition these census tracts have low percentages of 
educational attainment and have higher percentages of minority populations (Table 22, 
Figure A3). 91 
 
Table 23: Summary table of the census variables for the census tracts with no access to 
natural-passive parks. 
 
 
There are a total of 31 census tracts that do not have access to natural-passive parks.  At 
least half of the parks are located in North Seattle, while the other half are located in 
downtown and Southern Seattle.  Eleven out of the 31 tracts have fairly high percentages 
of household income less than 10k and higher percentages of nonwhite racial groups than 
the other census tracts and lower educational attainment as well (Table 23, Figure A4).92 
 
4.8 Census, Parks, and Crime 
4.8.1 Recreation 
Tables 24 and 25 show recreation parks from the 2008 and 2010 datasets, 
respectively, that have the greatest and least amount of crime that occurs within 800m of 
the park edge, the census tract belonging to each park and the census variables.   
 
Table 24: Summary table of greatest and least amount of crime occurring near parks in 
2008. 
 
 
In 2008, based on the summary table census tracts with the least number of crimes 
occurring within 800m of a park had the least percentages of populations with income 
less than 10k and in some tracts percentages of households with greater than 200k 
reached at least 14.25 % but no more than 18.40%.  These census tracts were also 
accompanied by higher percentages of the white racial group (greater than 82% for all 
census tracts with least number of crimes).  In addition, educational attainment with 
populations having at least a BS degree was high as well.  93 
 
Table 25: Summary table of greatest and least amount of crime occurring near recreation 
parks in 2010. 
 
 
In 2010, the parks with the most crimes occurring within 800m distance from the 
park are located in census tracts that have higher percentages of nonwhites, greater 
percentages of households with income less than 10k and higher percentages of the 
population both 18-24 and 25 and older with AA Degree or less.   94 
 
4.8.2 Multiuse-Natural 
 
Tables 26 and 27 show multiuse-natural parks from the 2008 and 2010 datasets, 
respectively, that have the greatest and least amount of crime that occurs within 800m of 
the park edge, the census tract belonging to each park and the census variables.   
Table 26: Summary table of greatest and least amount of crime occurring near multiuse-
natural parks in 2008. 
 
 
In 2008, based on the summary findings it is clear to see that parks with the least 
amount of crime are generally in areas educational attainment is high and household 
income is relatively high.  Household income is especially high when looking at the 
census tract that serves part of the Warren G. Magnuson Park.  Furthermore, the parks 
with lower occurrences of crime are likely to have higher percentages of whites than they 
do any other race.  Opposite of this, parks that have the greatest number of crimes 
occurring within 800m of the park tend to have higher levels of diversity, greater 
percentages of populations with household income less than 10k and lower educational 
attainment.   95 
 
 
Table 27: Summary table of greatest and least amount of crime occurring near multiuse-
natural parks in 2010. 
 
 
In 2010, the parks with the greatest number of crimes/ha within 800m of the park 
was 2.56 crimes/ha.  Dr. Rizal Park is located in census tract that has a fairly high 
percentage of household income less than 10k.  Percentages of whites are 44.9; Black 
racial group, 14.5, and a significantly higher proportion of Asians as well.  Other parks 
with high crime follow this same trend.  Parks with lower occurrences of crime follow the 
same trend as the 2008 dataset with high proportions of whites than any other race, high 
levels of education al attainment and lower percentages of household with income less 
than 10k. 96 
 
4.8.3 Natural-Passive 
Tables 28 and 29 show natural-passive parks from the 2008 and 2010 datasets, 
respectively, that have the greatest and least amount of crime that occurs within 800m of 
the park edge, the census tract belonging to each park and the census variables.   
Table 28:  Summary table of greatest and least amount of crime occurring near natural-
passive parks in 2008. 
 
 
In 2008, Natural Passive parks with less crime follow similar trends as dot the 
other parks.  They are likely to have high percentages of whites within the neighborhood, 
higher percentages of populations reporting household income greater than 10k and 
higher levels of educational attainment.  Natural-passive parks with higher crime follow 
the opposite trend. 97 
 
Table 29:  Summary table of greatest and least amount of crime occurring near natural-
passive parks in 2010. 
 
 
In 2010, there trends remain the same when accounting for the neighborhood 
characteristics of parks with high or low occurrences of crimes. 98 
 
5.0 Discussion 
Neighborhood Characteristics  
Analysis of the census data and testing racial groups against household income 
and educational attainment and educational attainment against household income aligned 
with my hypotheses.  I expected to find a negative relationship between percent minority 
and educational attainment.  This was confirmed and results showed census tracts with 
higher percentages of each minority group being tested (Black, Asian, AIAN, and NHPI) 
were less likely to have a BS degree or higher, and census tracts with percentages of 
whites had a positive association with having a BS Degree or higher.   
When testing for significance between racial groups and household income, as 
expected there was a negative relationship between white racial groups and household 
income less than 10k, but a positive relationship with household income greater than or 
equal to 200k.  In addition, for all minorities being tested there were positive 
relationships with household income less than 10k and negative associations with 
household income being greater than or equal to 200k.   
Testing educational attainment against household income showed an expected 
outcome as well, with negative relationships between populations with BS Degrees or 
higher and income less than 10k and positive relationships with household income greater 
than 200k.   
The results help to set the stage to understand the characteristics of the neighborhoods 
within the city.  While the neighborhood characteristics are not causal links, they will 
help to understand how certain areas may behave differently. 99 
 
Figures 5, 6 and 7 show clustering of the racial groups, educational attainment and 
household income characteristics, which I expected to find.  However, analysis of park 
distribution unexpectedly suggested that there was no evidence of the parks (recreation, 
multiuse-natural, or natural-passive) being clustered, and instead all parks were randomly 
distributed throughout the landscape.  This finding disproves that certain park types 
would be clustered in low or high-income areas or suggesting that parks would be 
indicators of the type of neighborhoods that may be in the surrounding areas.  However, 
because the parks are shown to be randomly dispersed throughout the city, it is important 
to investigate the issue of environmental justice through the relationship of park access 
and neighborhood characteristics, to identify if fair and equal access can be achieved 
through complete spatial randomness. 
 
Census vs. Parks Relationships between parks and neighborhoods 
Measuring access to park area served as a measurement of equality, to understand 
the quantity of each park type available in census tracts compared to the percentages of 
race, educational attainment, and household income.  The findings suggested that 
neighborhoods serving greater proportions of minorities have a positive correlation to 
recreation park area, while census tracts serving whites have a negative relationship to 
recreation park area.  This is similar to the findings of Boone, et al. (2009) who studied 
neighborhood park access in the city of Baltimore; they found that blacks had more 
access to parks than any other racial group.  When comparing multiuse-natural park area, 
it was found that there were negative relationships between nonwhites (except for the 
NHPI racial group) and multiuse-natural parks, but a positive relationship between whites 100 
 
and multiuse-natural parks.  This partially confirms my hypothesis that nonwhites will 
have substantial amount of access to parks overall and disproves my hypothesis that they 
will have more access to multiuse-natural parks.  Unexpectedly, findings showed a 
negative relationship between whites and the amount of natural-passive park area 
available in census tracts, but showed a positive relationship between natural-passive 
park area and Asians and NHPI racial groups. 
  Analysis of educational attainment data showed a negative relationship to 
recreation parks (an expected find), and natural-passive park area (an unexpected find) 
and census tracts with percentages of populations 18-24 and 25 and older with BS 
Degrees or higher.  However, there was a positive correlation between multiuse-natural 
parks and educational attainment.  Unlike the findings suggested in the study by Boone et 
al., (2009) that lower income neighborhoods would have better access to neighborhood 
parks, an analysis of household income in my study showed a negative correlation 
between recreation park area and households with income less than 10k.  However, as 
expected there were negative relationships with multiuse-natural and natural-passive park 
area and household income less than 10k.  In addition, as expected, the findings showed 
that households with income greater than or equal to 200k had a positive correlation to 
multiuse-natural and natural-passive parks, and a negative association with recreation 
parks.  It can be assumed that individuals with higher household income can afford to live 
in areas that have higher housing prices, therefore, suggesting that income is positively 
associated with natural-passive parks can also align with past research that natural and 
open space areas provide increased property value (Bolitzer and Netusil, 2000).   101 
 
Size of the parks is showing to be another interesting factor when comparing the 
neighborhood backcloth to different park types.  Two of the largest multiuse-natural 
parks (Warren G. Magnusun Park 212ha and Discover Park, 126ha) are located in census 
tracts that have very low diversity, high percentages of households with income greater 
than or equal to 200k and very high educational attainment.  While there is a multiuse 
parks available in a census tract that has higher diversity of and higher percentages of 
households with income less than 10k and lower percentages of higher educational 
attainment, this park (Seward Park, 89ha) is smaller, suggesting that there may be some 
environmental injustice.  This is similar to the finding of Boone, et al., who found that 
parks in predominately white neighborhoods tend to be larger than parks in black 
neighborhoods (2009).   
 
Neighborhood Characteristics vs. Crime 
When testing for the neighborhood characteristics against the presence of crimes 
in the area, it was found that crime varies with type of neighborhood.  Ethnically diverse 
areas, low educational attainment and low household income areas are positively 
associated with crime occurrences.   
 
Parks vs. crime 
Findings suggest that the majority of all park types are not parks are not magnets 
for crime.  However, some park types show subtle trends of crimes occurring closer to 
parks suggesting that the urban backcloth may attribute to the area being a crime attractor 
rather than the parks being generators of crimes. 102 
 
In 2008 most recreation parks were not magnets for crime however, Westlake and 
Regrade parks, show a subtle indication that they were magnets for crime.  The parks had 
higher occurrences of crimes at 100m and rapidly declined moving out from the park.  
The same trend is seen in the 2010 crime dataset, Prefontaine Place and Regrade Park 
both had high occurrences of crimes at 100m and then rapidly declined moving away 
from the park.  Groff and McCord, who studied neighborhood parks in Philadelphia, PA, 
had similar findings of a significant decrease in the number of crimes moving away from 
the parks (2012). 
Multiuse-natural parks are not magnets for crime.  The trend in most cases was 
linear when looking at the number of crimes/hectare that cumulatively occurs within 
800m of the parks.  Looking at the trends in a more detailed fashion show that some 
parks with the highest number of crimes/hectare have a low number of crimes occurring 
between 100-400m of the park but peak at 500m suggesting that the trend may be 
attributed to the urban backcloth being a crime attractor.  For instance, the surrounding 
neighborhood of Beer Sheva Park is characterized by a high amount of diversity, high 
proportions of households with income less than 10k and, an overall low educational 
attainment for individuals 18 and over.  Some of these factors may lead the area to being 
an attractor to crime. 
Natural-passive parks are not magnets of crime and show a variable trend that was 
not particularly expected.  Within 100m of the parks, there are no crimes but the number 
of crimes dramatically increases at 200m and again at 700m from the park.  As with the 
multiuse-natural parks the trends may be attributed to the urban backcloth and 
characteristics of neighborhood.  The parks area all located in neighborhoods that are 103 
 
characterized by high diversity, greater proportions of households with income less than 
10k, but unexpectedly fairly high levels of educational attainment.  Moreover, underlying 
factors include that the parks are located in the center of Seattle’s crime hotspot, which 
can also explain some of the variability that is occurring  
 
Parks, Neighborhoods, and Crimes 
Looking at the parks and crimes alone, can only tell part of the story.  Introducing the 
backcloth or neighborhood characteristics of the surrounding area can lead to further 
understanding of causation to the trends that are present.  For instance, recreation parks 
that showed a slight indication that they were magnets for crime and are located in 
diverse, poverty-stricken areas and where higher educational attainment and is relatively 
low compared to areas where recreation parks experience the least amount of crime.  A 
similar trend is seen with multiuse-natural parks that have higher numbers of crime 
occurring within 800m of the park.  The trend is similar for natural-passive parks with the 
exception of two parks (Myrtle Edwards Park and Summit Ave E and E John St).  
However, these parks are located in areas that have very low diversity relatively high 
educational attainment and low percentages of household income less than 10k yet the 
experience higher rates of crime.  This trend can be a factor of the parks being located in 
near the epicenter of Seattle’s crime hot spot or due to other factors such as surrounding 
stores that may be attractors of crime.   
Classifying the parks helped to understand if there was a deficit in the types of parks 
available to different groups of people as a measure of environmental justice.  However, 
in terms of identifying if certain parks were generators of crime, it is more inconclusive.  104 
 
Crime is not only a function of the place that it occurs but the backcloth as well, while I 
was able to identify certain neighborhood criteria that seemed to characterize where 
higher crime rates would be experienced, this is not a conclusive indicator.  Continued 
research to identify elements of the criminal marketplace as does DeMotto and Davies in 
their study of the relationships between criminal offenses and parks is pertinent to 
understanding the system as a whole (2006). 105 
 
6.0 Conclusion 
This research sought to answer two main questions: (1) Are all park types evenly 
distributed throughout Seattle, allowing fair access to all social and racial groups and (2) 
Are certain parks generators of crimes?  Findings suggest that while parks are generally 
available to all persons, there are inconsistencies in the type of availability, specifically to 
natural-passive and multiuse-natural park types.  As expected census tracts with 
percentages of populations belonging to the black racial group were only positively 
associated with recreation parks, however unexpectedly the NHPI racial group was 
positively associated with all park types.  Another unexpected finding showed only one 
positive association with whites, which were multiuse-natural parks.  The outcome of 
educational attainment suggested that those with higher education were negatively 
associated with both recreation and natural-passive park area, but positively associated 
with multiuse-natural area.  While this comes as a surprise, it is also feasible to think that 
those with a higher-level education will be associated with areas that offer a mix of park 
services rather than a single type like natural-passive or recreation parks.  Because natural 
areas, enhanced with recreation facilities, usually found in suburban areas tend to 
increase property values it is plausible to think that those with higher educational 
attainment are more likely to live in areas where property values are higher and where 
larger parks exist, which offer more variety.  This matches the findings of household 
income.  Households with income less than 10k were negatively associated with all park 
types, while households with income greater than or equal to 200k were only negatively 
associated with recreation parks.  I found that it is important to look at parks through the 
environmental justice lens because trends indicate that inconsistencies are present based 106 
 
on the park type that is available to certain groups of people.  A closer look at the 
availability of each park type within a 400-800m buffer may offer further evidence to this 
inconsistency.  We see that parks are positively associated with community development 
and a sense of place, thus warranting more effort toward researching the urban design of 
parks, and cities as a whole. 
Looking back on how parks were arranged pre-WWII, as noted by Galen Cranz, 
greenspaces were placed on the outskirts of town and meant to be places of escape and 
respite for the working class citizen, however designers did not taking into account access 
for these individuals (1982).  Post WWII encouraged, the phenomena, what we know as 
the white flight, and left the inner city blighted and undesirable.  To mitigate issues of 
disorder, recreation parks were placed in within the city to “get children off the streets.”  
While this phenomenon increased access to certain types of parks for minorities and low-
income individuals, it did not mitigate the issue of access to other park types.  Today we 
see that the issue is still present, while parks such as natural-passive and multiuse-natural 
parks are more centrally located within the city, access still remains to be an issue for 
minorities, low-income and those without higher educational attainment.  Thus, 
combining the notion of perceived access or lack thereof, with actual access, we begin to 
see a connection with certain individuals and their ability to use the parks that are around 
them due to the issue of parks perceived as dangerous places. 
Geography of fear in relation to parks is typically associated with minorities, 
reinforcing the concerns of environmental injustice that may be associated with certain 
park types (Madge, 1996).  Thus, warranting the investigation of different park types and 107 
 
their relation to crime through the lens of environmental criminology, specifically, using 
the concept of crime pattern theory.   
This research found that in Seattle, parks are generally not crime generators, however 
found that some recreation parks were magnets for crime as was found in the study by 
Groff and McCord (2012).  Although trends suggest that these parks provide a greater 
opportunity for crimes to occur within 800m of the park it is important to consider what 
mechanisms are causing these trends.  Further study of the preventative crime theory, as 
it applies to recreation parks would be the next step.  Multiuse-natural and natural-passive 
parks showed more variability with their crime patterns suggesting that they were not 
magnets for crime, but perhaps the surrounding areas were crime attractors.  Continued 
research is pertinent in understanding crimes as they pertain to different park types.  
Research efforts should work toward assessing the surrounding areas of these park types 
to determine factors aside from neighborhood characteristics that may be influencing or 
attracting crime.  
Parks are essential to the stability of the community and environment; serve as mental 
and physical respites for its users, decreasing stress, and acting as catalysts to artistic 
inspiration and expression (Maller et al., 2009).  Access to and perceived usage of 
different park types are driven by factors of environmental injustice and patterns of crime 
associated with parks.  Understanding and application of this dual concept will lead urban 
planners to making better decisions in the location and design of parks.   108 
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Table A1 
Recreation Parks – Crime Distribution Summary 
 
Table A1 shows the distribution of crimes in 2008 that cumulatively occurred within 
800m of the park.  Items highlighted in red indicate the parks with the highest and lowest 
number of crimes.   
 
Recreation Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Westlake Park  11.19  16.62  18.41  19.37  20.76  21.72  23.25  24.26 
Regrade Park  10.38  12.60  15.46  16.36  17.91  18.75  20.55  21.70 
McGraw Square  0.85  4.42  7.16  10.38  11.53  13.74  15.02  15.87 
Victor Steinbrueck 
Park 
5.15  5.81  7.82  10.74  14.07  15.25  15.55  15.83 
Westlake Square  0.87  1.48  5.41  8.02  9.73  12.02  13.04  14.08 
Prefontaine Place  6.33  7.23  9.12  10.23  10.88  11.45  12.34  12.87 
City Hall Park  3.05  4.92  6.19  7.14  8.38  9.19  9.89  10.37 
Hing Hay Park  3.48  5.50  6.84  7.31  7.78  8.67  9.45  9.98 
Occidental Square  3.22  6.08  7.08  7.50  8.25  9.15  9.64  9.81 
Pioneer Square  2.26  5.84  6.76  7.60  7.97  8.35  8.61  9.67 
Freeway Park  0.68  1.03  1.84  3.78  5.39  6.45  7.61  8.72 
Denny Park  1.14  1.74  2.35  2.75  3.67  5.01  5.79  7.17 
Belltown Cottage Park  0.00  1.05  2.53  3.79  5.63  5.99  6.42  7.13 
Kobe Terrace  0.16  1.26  2.78  3.81  5.40  5.93  6.63  7.09 
International 
Childrens Park 
1.58  2.23  3.82  4.85  5.16  5.41  5.74  6.52 
Denny Playfield  0.44  0.98  1.61  2.55  2.92  3.63  5.05  6.26 
Yesler Terrace 
Playfield 
0.00  0.80  1.49  2.41  3.46  3.99  4.88  5.67 
First Hill Park ‐ Seattle  0.46  0.84  1.78  2.43  3.04  3.49  4.03  5.32 
Horiuchi Park  0.42  1.14  1.54  2.43  2.93  3.23  3.75  4.65 
Cal Anderson Park  0.85  1.89  2.44  3.04  3.52  3.94  4.14  4.30 
Beacon Place  0.44  0.44  0.96  1.69  2.19  2.58  3.57  3.94 
Dr. Blanche Lavizzo 
Park 
0.95  1.81  1.95  2.13  2.78  3.06  3.27  3.75 
Garfield Playfield  1.33  1.66  1.78  2.05  2.45  2.85  3.11  3.51 
Pratt Park  0.73  0.92  1.23  1.76  2.03  2.51  3.05  3.42 
Spruce Street Mini 
Park 
0.18  0.87  1.09  1.66  2.19  2.54  2.82  3.30 
Thomas Street Mini 
Park 
0.23  0.32  0.67  1.70  2.42  2.58  2.77  3.00 
Flo Ware Park  1.01  1.72  2.00  2.05  2.48  2.75  2.92  2.98 114 
 
Recreation Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Cascade Playground  0.14  0.52  0.68  0.91  1.28  1.99  2.55  2.90 
Firehouse Mini Park  0.22  0.31  0.42  0.72  1.23  1.73  2.29  2.58 
Spring Street Mini 
Park 
0.22  0.22  0.39  0.65  1.02  1.35  1.85  2.49 
Christie Park  0.49  0.78  1.08  1.22  1.70  2.01  2.36  2.43 
Gerber Park  0.44  0.63  0.74  1.00  1.47  1.70  2.10  2.41 
Tashkent Park  0.39  0.48  0.93  0.97  1.17  1.45  1.70  2.21 
Powell Barnett Park  0.00  0.26  0.45  0.77  1.27  1.72  1.96  2.18 
Othello Playground  0.28  0.52  0.96  1.13  1.53  1.77  1.94  2.10 
Judkins Park and 
Playfield 
0.14  0.35  0.44  0.96  1.26  1.54  1.92  2.10 
T.T. Minor Playground  0.00  0.10  0.27  0.45  0.82  1.19  1.64  2.10 
Counterbalance Park  0.45  1.00  1.24  1.41  1.58  1.80  1.90  2.04 
University Playground  0.00  0.15  0.40  0.78  1.54  1.85  1.96  2.02 
Rainier Beach Playfield  0.26  0.66  1.07  1.41  1.52  1.70  1.82  1.90 
Nora's Woods  0.22  0.49  0.61  0.73  0.77  0.99  1.41  1.83 
B.F. Day Playground  0.14  0.66  1.27  1.31  1.43  1.54  1.67  1.73 
John C. Little, Sr. Park  0.16  0.43  0.71  0.84  1.06  1.33  1.39  1.52 
Lake Union Park  0.29  0.39  0.63  0.73  0.89  1.07  1.21  1.44 
Judge Charles M 
Stokes Overlook 
0.00  0.09  0.15  0.27  0.57  0.84  0.96  1.39 
Katie Blacks Garden  0.19  0.36  0.75  0.79  0.89  0.97  1.06  1.35 
Plum Tree Park  0.22  0.22  0.33  0.38  0.71  0.96  1.13  1.21 
Brighton Playfield  0.15  0.20  0.52  0.64  0.83  0.85  0.97  1.19 
Jimi Hendrix Park  0.28  0.43  0.64  0.71  0.81  0.89  1.02  1.18 
Greenwood Park  0.00  0.07  0.27  0.69  0.91  0.98  1.03  1.12 
Van Asselt Playfield  0.48  0.48  0.56  0.65  0.70  0.75  0.93  1.09 
Bergen Place  0.24  0.52  0.64  0.64  0.67  0.76  0.83  1.08 
Rainier Playfield  0.37  0.60  0.64  0.74  0.82  0.97  0.97  1.06 
York Playground  0.17  0.25  0.36  0.40  0.85  0.90  0.97  1.05 
Blue Dog Pond  0.28  0.36  0.51  0.58  0.77  0.85  0.96  1.04 
Colman Playground  0.13  0.35  0.60  0.64  0.79  0.89  0.96  1.00 
Gilman Playground  0.12  0.12  0.17  0.58  0.70  0.82  0.89  0.95 
Sandel Playground  0.12  0.25  0.49  0.60  0.78  0.83  0.87  0.93 
Amy Yee Tennis 
Center 
0.00  0.38  0.47  0.53  0.61  0.78  0.86  0.93 
Northgate Park  0.17  0.17  0.17  0.69  0.72  0.80  0.87  0.91 
Pinehurst Pocket Park  0.23  0.42  0.48  0.57  0.60  0.69  0.81  0.91 
Peppis Playground  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.27  0.46  0.67  0.80  0.90 
Observatory Courts  0.00  0.17  0.28  0.32  0.32  0.43  0.66  0.86 
Sam Smith Park  0.13  0.23  0.31  0.43  0.51  0.67  0.79  0.86 115 
 
Recreation Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Ross Playground  0.27  0.27  0.47  0.55  0.61  0.66  0.79  0.83 
Beacon Hill 
Playground 
0.00  0.14  0.29  0.33  0.54  0.62  0.75  0.83 
Cesar Chavez Park  0.00  0.38  0.38  0.46  0.56  0.59  0.66  0.81 
Marvins Garden  0.00  0.10  0.34  0.38  0.41  0.41  0.56  0.81 
Cedar Park  0.00  0.08  0.23  0.38  0.54  0.67  0.72  0.79 
South Park Playground  0.00  0.33  0.46  0.54  0.54  0.63  0.74  0.78 
Ballard Commons Park  0.00  0.00  0.16  0.36  0.36  0.44  0.55  0.77 
Highland Park 
Playground ‐ Seattle 
0.21  0.21  0.25  0.43  0.57  0.64  0.75  0.77 
Lake City Playground  0.00  0.00  0.20  0.24  0.30  0.43  0.59  0.74 
Albert Davis Park  0.00  0.16  0.21  0.37  0.47  0.60  0.62  0.74 
Mineral Springs Park  0.11  0.11  0.15  0.33  0.47  0.57  0.68  0.73 
College Street Park  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.10  0.30  0.41  0.55  0.71 
West Queen Anne 
Playfield 
0.10  0.35  0.39  0.46  0.52  0.59  0.68  0.71 
East Queen Anne 
Playground 
0.00  0.16  0.43  0.51  0.54  0.57  0.59  0.71 
E.C. Hughes 
Playground 
0.21  0.33  0.38  0.38  0.47  0.56  0.67  0.71 
Miller Playfield  0.00  0.23  0.35  0.39  0.47  0.59  0.61  0.70 
Roxhill Playground  0.35  0.44  0.44  0.47  0.50  0.59  0.68  0.68 
Pinehurst Playground  0.00  0.08  0.30  0.42  0.48  0.56  0.61  0.65 
A. B. Ernst Park  0.00  0.10  0.15  0.28  0.39  0.47  0.54  0.65 
Victory Creek Park  0.00  0.08  0.13  0.17  0.21  0.29  0.60  0.64 
Wallingford Playfield  0.00  0.00  0.09  0.17  0.17  0.17  0.49  0.64 
Coe Play Park  0.24  0.24  0.36  0.36  0.39  0.42  0.47  0.63 
12th West & West 
Howe Park 
0.16  0.32  0.43  0.47  0.50  0.50  0.57  0.63 
Oxbow Park  0.18  0.26  0.37  0.37  0.41  0.54  0.59  0.59 
Madrona Playground  0.00  0.15  0.15  0.23  0.33  0.38  0.47  0.53 
Jefferson Park Golf 
Course 
0.09  0.14  0.14  0.17  0.22  0.36  0.43  0.51 
Froula Playground  0.00  0.19  0.19  0.22  0.34  0.39  0.45  0.51 
Rainbow Point  0.00  0.18  0.18  0.23  0.36  0.39  0.46  0.50 
Prentis I. Frazier Park  0.00  0.00  0.12  0.20  0.33  0.39  0.46  0.50 
Delridge Playfield  0.07  0.07  0.15  0.18  0.25  0.32  0.40  0.50 
Fred Hutchinson 
Playground 
0.00  0.00  0.09  0.17  0.28  0.36  0.40  0.48 
Volunteer Park  0.00  0.11  0.17  0.22  0.22  0.26  0.38  0.47 
14th Avenue NW Boat 
Ramp 
0.00  0.00  0.29  0.29  0.29  0.29  0.31  0.45 116 
 
Recreation Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Mt Baker Ridge 
Viewpoint 
0.00  0.00  0.06  0.19  0.26  0.32  0.34  0.40 
Salmon Bay Park  0.13  0.20  0.20  0.28  0.28  0.33  0.35  0.37 
California Place  0.00  0.00  0.12  0.16  0.19  0.28  0.35  0.37 
Mayfair Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.07  0.15  0.27  0.35 
Linden Orchard Park  0.21  0.21  0.21  0.21  0.25  0.33  0.33  0.35 
Ballard High School 
Playground 
0.08  0.08  0.08  0.08  0.16  0.25  0.27  0.34 
Cascade Place  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.09  0.15  0.20  0.26  0.34 
Puget Ridge 
Playground 
0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.08  0.16  0.23  0.34 
Bar‐S Playground  0.12  0.18  0.18  0.26  0.29  0.31  0.31  0.33 
Baker Park on Crown 
Hill 
0.00  0.09  0.09  0.17  0.17  0.20  0.24  0.33 
Hiawatha Playfield  0.08  0.19  0.19  0.26  0.28  0.31  0.31  0.33 
Maple Leaf 
Playground 
0.00  0.12  0.12  0.22  0.24  0.27  0.27  0.32 
6th Avenue NW 
Pocket Park 
0.00  0.00  0.00  0.09  0.12  0.23  0.28  0.32 
Fairmount Playground  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.05  0.16  0.26  0.26  0.32 
High Point Playfield  0.16  0.16  0.16  0.16  0.16  0.20  0.26  0.31 
Roanoke Park ‐ Seattle  0.14  0.22  0.22  0.26  0.29  0.31  0.31  0.31 
Maplewood Playfield  0.07  0.12  0.24  0.24  0.24  0.26  0.26  0.31 
Rogers Playground  0.00  0.08  0.23  0.27  0.27  0.30  0.30  0.30 
Ballard Playground  0.00  0.07  0.12  0.15  0.21  0.24  0.24  0.29 
Victory Heights 
Playground 
0.15  0.15  0.15  0.15  0.24  0.27  0.29  0.29 
Alki Playground  0.00  0.14  0.23  0.23  0.23  0.23  0.25  0.29 
Harvard‐
Miller/Roanoke Annex 
0.00  0.00  0.18  0.18  0.21  0.24  0.26  0.29 
William Grose Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.15  0.20  0.28 
Interbay Athletic Field  0.00  0.07  0.12  0.16  0.20  0.20  0.24  0.28 
Ravenna‐Eckstein Park  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.15  0.20  0.24  0.28 
Nathan Hale Playfield  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.13  0.21  0.27 
Soundview Playfield  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.17  0.20  0.24  0.26  0.26 
Jefferson Park  0.03  0.07  0.07  0.12  0.16  0.24  0.24  0.26 
Cleveland Playfield  0.00  0.07  0.11  0.11  0.14  0.17  0.21  0.25 
Lakeridge Playground  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.10  0.21  0.25 
I‐5 Colonnade  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.08  0.11  0.17  0.22  0.24 
South Park Meadow  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.17  0.23 
Loyal Heights Playfield  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.08  0.11  0.13  0.20  0.21 
Meridian Playground  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.11  0.11  0.13  0.18  0.21 117 
 
Recreation Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Queen Anne Bowl 
Playfield 
0.00  0.17  0.17  0.17  0.17  0.17  0.17  0.21 
Jackson Park Golf 
Course 
0.00  0.02  0.06  0.08  0.09  0.18  0.19  0.20 
Picardo (Rainier) P‐
Patch 
0.00  0.07  0.07  0.07  0.11  0.16  0.18  0.20 
Thyme Patch Park  0.00  0.00  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.15  0.17  0.19 
Georgetown Playfield  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.12  0.15  0.15  0.19  0.19 
Lynn Street Mini Park  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.11  0.14  0.14  0.17  0.19 
Magnolia Playfield  0.09  0.09  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.14  0.16  0.18 
Riverview Playfield  0.00  0.03  0.09  0.09  0.09  0.11  0.14  0.17 
Dahl (Waldo J.) 
Playfield 
0.00  0.05  0.05  0.08  0.11  0.13  0.15  0.17 
Lakewood Playground  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.09  0.09  0.12  0.14  0.16 
Burke‐Gilman 
Playground Park 
0.07  0.07  0.07  0.13  0.13  0.16  0.16  0.16 
Nantes Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.08  0.14 
View Ridge Playfield  0.09  0.09  0.09  0.09  0.09  0.09  0.11  0.13 
Alki Beach Park  0.05  0.07  0.07  0.09  0.10  0.12  0.12  0.13 
Bryant Neighborhood 
Playground 
0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.06  0.06  0.11 
Webster Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.05  0.11 
Sacajawea Playground  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.06  0.09  0.11 
University Lake Shore 
Place 
0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.07  0.09 
Andover Place  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.09  0.09  0.09  0.09  0.09 
Laurelhurst Playfield  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.04 
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Table A2 
 
Recreation Parks – Crime Distribution Summary 
 
Table A2 shows the distribution of crimes in 2010 that cumulatively occurred within 
800m of the park.  Items highlighted in red indicate the parks with the highest and lowest 
number of crimes.   
 
Recreation Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Westlake Park  14.28  25.34  35.06  41.57  50.71  56.07  61.61  65.24 
Regrade Park  20.98  27.73  36.03  42.54  49.04  52.77  57.46  61.54 
Victor Steinbrueck Park  17.34  27.08  35.24  42.58  50.01  53.88  56.66  59.05 
McGraw Square  7.68  13.70  21.04  29.53  35.99  45.12  51.07  55.32 
Prefontaine Place  27.70  32.57  37.34  39.99  43.10  46.14  49.39  52.11 
Westlake Square  6.94  11.04  18.10  25.76  31.81  41.13  46.46  51.58 
Freeway Park  5.13  10.96  15.76  21.02  27.15  31.14  36.74  42.37 
City Hall Park  17.20  23.40  26.01  29.55  32.91  36.55  39.72  41.98 
Pioneer Square  10.66  21.50  26.78  29.43  31.67  34.73  36.65  40.36 
Occidental Square  5.12  13.51  21.35  22.89  24.30  25.85  29.32  31.70 
Belltown Cottage Park  4.48  6.77  10.93  13.92  19.13  23.70  25.90  30.11 
Hing Hay Park  11.73  16.33  17.90  19.78  22.43  25.29  27.28  29.71 
Denny Park  5.38  8.37  11.33  14.48  17.90  20.57  23.15  27.10 
First Hill Park ‐ Seattle  2.53  4.60  8.09  12.36  16.50  19.38  24.09  26.97 
Kobe Terrace  0.62  3.61  7.67  11.03  15.72  17.86  20.24  22.72 
Denny Playfield  1.63  3.25  6.73  9.35  11.65  15.19  18.95  22.41 
International Childrens 
Park 
5.86  10.72  14.01  15.64  16.36  17.28  18.49  20.59 
Yesler Terrace Playfield  0.16  2.71  4.73  7.60  10.38  12.34  14.71  16.96 
Cal Anderson Park  4.34  7.15  9.04  10.83  12.86  14.26  15.46  16.60 
Horiuchi Park  1.46  2.72  4.22  5.70  8.20  9.64  11.59  14.38 
Beacon Place  1.53  2.35  3.40  5.84  7.08  8.92  10.05  10.54 
Thomas Street Mini 
Park 
0.45  1.39  2.33  4.22  6.12  7.09  8.68  10.30 
Cascade Playground  0.72  1.63  2.30  3.11  4.17  5.40  7.82  9.97 
A. B. Ernst Park  4.01  4.87  5.58  7.70  8.32  8.85  9.18  9.74 
Christie Park  2.22  3.38  5.37  6.42  7.58  8.26  8.98  9.41 
Marvins Garden  2.42  4.83  6.39  7.34  7.92  8.21  8.42  8.84 
Spring Street Mini Park  0.22  1.23  1.87  2.93  4.11  5.81  7.39  8.75 
Bergen Place  1.41  3.88  5.54  6.71  7.12  7.46  7.69  8.07 
University Playground  0.81  1.97  3.22  4.37  5.90  6.70  7.50  8.00 
T.T. Minor Playground  0.00  0.95  1.72  2.55  3.26  4.95  6.33  7.80 119 
 
Recreation Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Counterbalance Park  0.89  1.45  2.86  4.19  5.03  5.87  6.79  7.78 
Lake Union Park  0.86  2.20  3.00  3.96  4.36  5.22  6.12  7.29 
B.F. Day Playground  1.26  2.83  3.59  4.43  5.15  5.95  6.80  7.23 
Tashkent Park  0.58  1.20  2.33  3.30  3.69  4.54  5.52  6.93 
Firehouse Mini Park  1.08  1.54  2.52  3.12  3.89  5.06  6.08  6.75 
Pratt Park  0.73  1.11  2.74  3.24  3.87  4.83  5.53  6.41 
Garfield Playfield  2.08  2.85  3.10  3.65  4.36  5.10  5.49  5.97 
Dr. Blanche Lavizzo 
Park 
0.53  2.51  3.26  3.59  4.32  4.90  5.24  5.96 
Ballard Commons Park  1.13  2.25  2.57  3.17  4.55  5.21  5.64  5.94 
Spruce Street Mini Park  0.18  0.87  1.81  2.63  4.07  4.72  5.40  5.88 
Albert Davis Park  0.62  1.89  2.47  3.15  3.69  4.33  4.71  4.95 
Wallingford Playfield  0.23  0.70  1.64  2.12  2.74  3.04  4.03  4.70 
Lake City Playground  0.41  1.44  2.44  3.09  3.43  3.97  4.42  4.69 
Mayfair Park  0.70  0.70  0.92  1.57  3.20  3.60  3.88  4.56 
Observatory Courts  0.18  0.86  1.69  2.18  2.44  2.99  3.40  4.49 
Judkins Park and 
Playfield 
0.34  1.51  1.64  2.34  2.85  3.38  3.99  4.44 
Colman Playground  1.06  1.86  2.45  2.91  3.40  3.63  4.05  4.38 
Gerber Park  0.66  1.03  1.27  1.57  2.24  2.80  3.65  4.27 
Flo Ware Park  0.60  1.23  1.45  1.92  2.41  2.83  3.88  4.21 
Greenwood Park  0.13  0.42  0.72  1.56  2.76  3.12  3.56  4.09 
East Queen Anne 
Playground 
0.16  0.40  1.10  1.74  2.09  2.39  3.23  3.91 
Rainbow Point  0.22  0.40  1.05  1.64  2.18  2.52  3.06  3.74 
Jimi Hendrix Park  0.85  1.30  1.60  2.03  2.65  2.99  3.41  3.71 
Nora's Woods  0.43  0.71  0.94  1.36  1.53  2.09  2.82  3.64 
Powell Barnett Park  0.34  0.40  0.92  1.28  2.10  2.60  3.07  3.48 
Meridian Playground  0.27  0.50  1.28  1.75  2.15  2.55  3.07  3.47 
Northgate Park  0.33  0.50  1.09  2.74  2.93  3.25  3.32  3.42 
I‐5 Colonnade  0.18  0.86  2.19  2.56  2.60  2.87  3.17  3.41 
Othello Playground  1.02  1.26  1.61  1.86  2.34  2.89  3.24  3.39 
Amy Yee Tennis Center  0.31  0.64  1.38  1.90  2.33  2.61  3.00  3.28 
Rainier Playfield  0.64  0.99  1.80  2.33  2.66  2.97  3.07  3.24 
Miller Playfield  0.34  0.80  1.31  1.70  2.06  2.63  2.85  3.21 
Blue Dog Pond  0.28  0.36  0.96  1.39  2.10  2.41  2.77  3.12 
Judge Charles M Stokes 
Overlook 
0.20  0.28  0.40  0.86  1.22  1.69  2.53  3.11 
Rogers Playground  0.30  1.14  1.50  1.66  1.88  2.12  2.45  3.10 
Rainier Beach Playfield  0.26  1.22  1.47  1.87  2.12  2.35  2.78  2.98 
Beacon Hill Playground  0.39  0.75  1.14  1.40  1.74  2.33  2.63  2.96 120 
 
Recreation Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Froula Playground  0.00  0.31  0.85  1.20  1.37  1.84  2.35  2.94 
Thyme Patch Park  0.74  1.03  1.58  1.88  2.05  2.22  2.46  2.92 
Madrona Playground  0.60  1.44  1.70  2.02  2.39  2.63  2.81  2.91 
Volunteer Park  0.24  0.47  0.68  1.11  1.28  2.03  2.48  2.90 
Sam Smith Park  0.34  0.58  0.73  1.45  1.71  2.29  2.56  2.88 
Plum Tree Park  0.22  0.22  0.45  0.96  1.43  2.15  2.56  2.87 
Queen Anne Bowl 
Playfield 
0.94  1.19  1.47  1.72  1.79  2.11  2.46  2.85 
West Queen Anne 
Playfield 
0.00  0.43  1.02  1.23  1.57  1.98  2.55  2.81 
John C. Little, Sr. Park  0.48  0.64  1.25  1.44  2.01  2.47  2.65  2.81 
Peppis Playground  0.58  0.96  1.01  1.40  1.72  1.95  2.31  2.74 
Gilman Playground  0.12  0.47  0.76  1.16  1.43  2.11  2.38  2.72 
Harvard‐
Miller/Roanoke Annex 
0.24  0.62  1.03  1.34  1.85  2.07  2.36  2.57 
Ballard Playground  0.00  0.27  0.75  1.11  1.35  1.83  2.13  2.55 
Sandel Playground  0.12  0.53  0.76  1.39  1.63  1.93  2.21  2.51 
College Street Park  0.20  0.29  0.41  0.91  1.15  1.67  2.19  2.49 
Baker Park on Crown 
Hill 
0.77  1.47  1.53  1.61  1.87  2.23  2.34  2.49 
Linden Orchard Park  0.21  0.40  0.45  0.67  1.03  1.45  1.64  2.46 
Katie Blacks Garden  0.00  0.26  0.59  0.84  0.87  1.25  1.81  2.42 
Van Asselt Playfield  0.71  1.30  1.42  1.64  1.74  1.95  2.13  2.36 
Mineral Springs Park  0.11  0.49  0.62  1.05  1.45  1.67  2.06  2.34 
York Playground  0.17  0.66  0.93  1.05  1.43  1.89  2.14  2.30 
14th Avenue NW Boat 
Ramp 
0.00  0.36  1.22  1.39  1.56  1.72  1.98  2.29 
Maple Leaf Playground  0.00  0.17  0.51  1.05  1.36  1.64  1.93  2.16 
Victory Creek Park  0.00  0.08  0.24  0.68  0.90  1.06  1.95  2.11 
Brighton Playfield  0.31  0.51  1.06  1.37  1.61  1.67  1.75  2.10 
6th Avenue NW Pocket 
Park 
0.23  0.52  0.52  0.99  1.23  1.45  1.74  2.07 
California Place  0.21  0.58  0.87  1.25  1.42  1.62  1.90  2.04 
Mt Baker Ridge 
Viewpoint 
0.24  0.63  0.87  0.95  1.47  1.55  1.77  2.04 
Coe Play Park  0.00  0.67  0.79  1.01  1.31  1.51  1.77  2.00 
Cascade Place  0.25  0.46  0.71  0.97  1.24  1.50  1.78  1.94 
Ross Playground  0.27  0.63  0.83  0.91  1.06  1.22  1.59  1.91 
Cedar Park  0.00  0.23  0.23  0.50  0.78  1.14  1.35  1.90 
Ravenna‐Eckstein Park  0.58  0.86  1.00  1.19  1.31  1.51  1.64  1.89 
Picardo (Rainier) P‐
Patch 
0.28  0.43  1.09  1.13  1.29  1.52  1.68  1.87 121 
 
Recreation Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Prentis I. Frazier Park  0.00  0.09  0.38  0.68  0.98  1.25  1.56  1.87 
Roanoke Park ‐ Seattle  0.00  0.00  0.36  0.63  1.06  1.40  1.67  1.85 
Ballard High School 
Playground 
0.00  0.22  0.42  0.87  1.00  1.25  1.49  1.78 
University Lake Shore 
Place 
0.00  0.19  0.19  0.97  1.04  1.18  1.56  1.72 
Roxhill Playground  0.69  0.74  0.82  1.00  1.05  1.31  1.45  1.71 
Lynn Street Mini Park  0.00  0.31  0.43  0.93  1.10  1.27  1.57  1.69 
Dahl (Waldo J.) 
Playfield 
0.15  0.21  0.32  0.64  0.87  1.01  1.38  1.63 
William Grose Park  0.20  0.20  0.37  0.50  0.70  1.14  1.37  1.60 
Soundview Playfield  0.08  0.58  0.74  0.87  1.06  1.29  1.43  1.58 
Jackson Park Golf 
Course 
0.71  0.76  1.20  1.21  1.29  1.36  1.40  1.51 
Maplewood Playfield  0.50  0.60  0.64  0.76  1.05  1.09  1.19  1.38 
Salmon Bay Park  0.00  0.22  0.41  0.60  0.76  0.94  1.18  1.37 
Fairmount Playground  0.11  0.11  0.30  0.44  0.70  0.92  1.12  1.32 
Alki Playground  0.24  0.78  0.83  0.90  1.11  1.16  1.22  1.32 
Loyal Heights Playfield  0.10  0.16  0.25  0.36  0.65  0.94  1.11  1.31 
Hiawatha Playfield  0.17  0.39  0.47  0.73  0.81  0.97  1.13  1.29 
Interbay Athletic Field  0.06  0.22  0.47  0.58  0.71  0.78  0.93  1.29 
Magnolia Playfield  0.14  0.25  0.37  0.50  0.63  0.88  1.11  1.23 
Nathan Hale Playfield  0.00  0.06  0.29  0.50  0.74  0.86  1.01  1.23 
Fred Hutchinson 
Playground 
0.00  0.20  0.43  0.65  0.85  1.08  1.16  1.22 
Pinehurst Pocket Park  0.00  0.19  0.25  0.34  0.57  0.85  0.92  1.21 
Pinehurst Playground  0.33  0.33  0.65  0.69  0.79  0.92  0.99  1.17 
Sacajawea Playground  0.14  0.21  0.31  0.58  0.76  0.89  0.98  1.12 
Nantes Park  0.00  0.28  0.28  0.40  0.57  0.68  0.87  1.10 
12th West & West 
Howe Park 
0.00  0.24  0.35  0.35  0.67  0.88  0.99  1.09 
Lakewood Playground  0.15  0.30  0.35  0.70  0.77  0.92  0.97  1.09 
Victory Heights 
Playground 
0.15  0.30  0.35  0.55  0.68  0.78  0.89  1.05 
Jefferson Park Golf 
Course 
0.09  0.19  0.23  0.38  0.48  0.65  0.86  1.04 
E.C. Hughes Playground  0.00  0.19  0.23  0.48  0.68  0.75  0.84  0.99 
Laurelhurst Playfield  0.32  0.63  0.71  0.71  0.85  0.87  0.91  0.96 
High Point Playfield  0.00  0.11  0.15  0.44  0.62  0.76  0.82  0.95 
View Ridge Playfield  0.09  0.15  0.24  0.30  0.30  0.47  0.72  0.92 
Delridge Playfield  0.07  0.12  0.31  0.40  0.55  0.66  0.82  0.90 
Bryant Neighborhood 
Playground 
0.00  0.07  0.27  0.42  0.60  0.67  0.76  0.90 122 
 
Recreation Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Oxbow Park  0.18  0.18  0.29  0.33  0.46  0.70  0.89  0.89 
Bar‐S Playground  0.12  0.39  0.53  0.56  0.62  0.75  0.84  0.87 
South Park Playground  0.22  0.55  0.55  0.65  0.65  0.75  0.86  0.86 
Burke‐Gilman 
Playground Park 
0.21  0.26  0.30  0.39  0.42  0.65  0.79  0.84 
Puget Ridge Playground  0.00  0.00  0.12  0.25  0.62  0.65  0.74  0.80 
Highland Park 
Playground ‐ Seattle 
0.21  0.27  0.31  0.31  0.46  0.60  0.71  0.80 
Lakeridge Playground  0.24  0.24  0.47  0.58  0.67  0.72  0.77  0.80 
Riverview Playfield  0.17  0.40  0.46  0.48  0.55  0.58  0.65  0.80 
Alki Beach Park  0.27  0.37  0.42  0.58  0.60  0.66  0.74  0.79 
Webster Park  0.00  0.00  0.17  0.21  0.34  0.39  0.51  0.79 
Jefferson Park  0.03  0.32  0.48  0.48  0.52  0.62  0.69  0.77 
Cesar Chavez Park  0.00  0.09  0.45  0.49  0.56  0.56  0.68  0.74 
Cleveland Playfield  0.00  0.07  0.16  0.23  0.38  0.43  0.64  0.70 
Andover Place  0.00  0.00  0.17  0.34  0.34  0.40  0.45  0.53 
Georgetown Playfield  0.22  0.22  0.22  0.29  0.35  0.40  0.44  0.52 
South Park Meadow  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.12  0.12  0.18  0.34  0.40 
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Table A3 
Multiuse-Natural Parks – Crime Distribution Summary 
 
Table A3 shows the distribution of crimes in 2008 that cumulatively occurred within 
800m of the park.  Items highlighted in red indicate the parks with the highest and lowest 
number of crimes.   
 
Multiuse‐Natural Site Name  100m  200m  300m 400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Dr. Rizal Park  0.27  0.56  0.68  0.75  1.17  1.52  1.91  2.56 
Ward Springs Park  0.22  0.22  0.45  0.71  0.71  0.98  1.27  1.50 
Beer Sheva Park  0.27  0.27  0.27  0.40  0.99  1.15  1.25  1.35 
Homer Harris Park  0.20  0.29  0.40  0.49  0.92  1.08  1.20  1.30 
Atlantic City Boat Ramp  0.00  0.18  0.18  0.43  0.91  1.10  1.14  1.24 
Kerry Park (Franklin Place)  0.00  0.27  0.39  0.55  0.69  0.88  1.05  1.09 
Lake People Park (Xacuabs)  0.00  0.44  0.61  0.66  0.72  0.80  0.90  1.08 
Little Brook Park  0.35  0.51  0.84  0.92  0.99  1.01  1.06  1.08 
Pritchard Island Beach  0.04  0.22  0.22  0.25  0.35  0.79  0.91  1.04 
Fremont Peak Park  0.00  0.00  0.11  0.24  0.37  0.48  0.69  0.95 
Bitter Lake Playfield  0.10  0.16  0.47  0.54  0.59  0.67  0.71  0.91 
Bhy Kracke Park  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.25  0.35  0.45  0.65  0.85 
Cowen Park  0.09  0.21  0.47  0.54  0.62  0.62  0.71  0.76 
Leschi Park  0.06  0.06  0.17  0.32  0.39  0.54  0.64  0.70 
Ravenna Park  0.03  0.06  0.21  0.32  0.40  0.45  0.56  0.70 
Kinnear Park  0.13  0.18  0.32  0.35  0.40  0.49  0.55  0.68 
Trolley Hill Park  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.23  0.33  0.44  0.48  0.63 
Licton Springs Park  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.16  0.22  0.24  0.41  0.58 
Genesee Park and Playfield  0.11  0.16  0.22  0.30  0.38  0.42  0.50  0.57 
Denny Playfield  0.14  0.14  0.14  0.22  0.38  0.43  0.48  0.56 
Parsons Gardens  0.00  0.09  0.15  0.19  0.26  0.42  0.45  0.55 
Rotary Viewpoint  0.00  0.08  0.30  0.34  0.34  0.42  0.52  0.54 
Kubota Gardens  0.04  0.04  0.16  0.19  0.23  0.29  0.39  0.52 
Maple Leaf Community Garden  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.16  0.19  0.49  0.51 
Camp Long  0.04  0.04  0.06  0.15  0.19  0.35  0.48  0.51 
Mount Baker Park  0.00  0.03  0.08  0.10  0.12  0.15  0.36  0.48 
Dearborn Park  0.13  0.13  0.16  0.19  0.32  0.41  0.44  0.48 
Woodland Park  0.04  0.06  0.13  0.18  0.26  0.29  0.40  0.46 
Westcrest Park  0.04  0.12  0.19  0.21  0.24  0.26  0.32  0.42 
Colman Park  0.00  0.14  0.17  0.20  0.22  0.22  0.30  0.40 
David Rodgers Park  0.00  0.05  0.09  0.09  0.09  0.14  0.22  0.37 
View Ridge Playfield  0.26  0.26  0.26  0.26  0.26  0.29  0.36  0.36 124 
 
Multiuse‐Natural Site Name  100m  200m  300m 400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Fairview Walkway  0.00  0.10  0.16  0.16  0.16  0.25  0.35  0.35 
Belvedere Park  0.00  0.00  0.10  0.14  0.14  0.19  0.28  0.34 
Gas Works Park  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.09  0.14  0.16  0.24  0.29 
Green Lake Park  0.02  0.05  0.07  0.09  0.13  0.14  0.17  0.25 
Sunset Hill Viewpoint Park  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.21  0.24  0.24  0.24 
Stan Sayres Memorial Park  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.07  0.09  0.16  0.24 
Meadowbrook Playfield  0.00  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.07  0.16  0.20  0.23 
Lake Washington Boulevard  0.02  0.04  0.07  0.09  0.13  0.15  0.18  0.23 
Benefit Playground  0.00  0.07  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.15  0.22 
Madrona Park ‐ Seattle  0.11  0.13  0.15  0.17  0.17  0.19  0.19  0.21 
North Acres Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.09  0.11  0.16  0.21  0.21 
Washington Park Arboretum  0.04  0.07  0.07  0.10  0.12  0.12  0.13  0.16 
Lawton Park  0.00  0.05  0.09  0.12  0.12  0.14  0.14  0.16 
Jack Block Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.07  0.09  0.15  0.15 
Seacrest Park  0.00  0.04  0.08  0.10  0.10  0.12  0.12  0.14 
Madison Park North Beach  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.14 
Madison Park  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.09  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.14 
Hamilton Viewpoint Park  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.08  0.08  0.10  0.10  0.11 
Bay View Playground  0.00  0.07  0.07  0.07  0.07  0.07  0.09  0.11 
Herrings House Park (Tualtwx)  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.07  0.07  0.09  0.10 
Montlake Park  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.06  0.08  0.10  0.10 
Lincoln Park  0.02  0.06  0.08  0.08  0.10  0.10  0.10  0.10 
Golden Gardens Park  0.04  0.04  0.06  0.08  0.08  0.08  0.08  0.09 
Matthews Beach Park  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.03  0.03  0.06  0.07 
Seward Park  0.00  0.01  0.01  0.04  0.04  0.05  0.06  0.06 
Magnolia Park  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.05  0.05  0.06 
Warren G. Magnuson Park  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.05 
Howell Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.04 
Discovery Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.03  0.04 
Emma Schmitz Memorial 
Overlook 
0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02 
Lowman Beach Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02 
Landsburg Park ‐ Seattle  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
Rattlesnake Lake Recreation 
Area 
0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
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Table A4 
Multiuse-Natural Parks – 2010 Crime Distribution Summary 
 
Table A4 shows the distribution of crimes in 2010 that cumulatively occurred within 
800m of the park.  Items highlighted in red indicate the parks with the highest and lowest 
number of crimes.  
 
Multiuse‐Natural Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Dr. Rizal Park  0.27  0.56  0.68  0.75  1.17  1.52  1.91  2.56 
Ward Springs Park  0.22  0.22  0.45  0.71  0.71  0.98  1.27  1.50 
Beer Sheva Park  0.27  0.27  0.27  0.40  0.99  1.15  1.25  1.35 
Homer Harris Park  0.20  0.29  0.40  0.49  0.92  1.08  1.20  1.30 
Atlantic City Boat Ramp  0.00  0.18  0.18  0.43  0.91  1.10  1.14  1.24 
Kerry Park (Franklin Place)  0.00  0.27  0.39  0.55  0.69  0.88  1.05  1.09 
Lake People Park (Xacuabs)  0.00  0.44  0.61  0.66  0.72  0.80  0.90  1.08 
Little Brook Park  0.35  0.51  0.84  0.92  0.99  1.01  1.06  1.08 
Pritchard Island Beach  0.04  0.22  0.22  0.25  0.35  0.79  0.91  1.04 
Fremont Peak Park  0.00  0.00  0.11  0.24  0.37  0.48  0.69  0.95 
Bitter Lake Playfield  0.10  0.16  0.47  0.54  0.59  0.67  0.71  0.91 
Bhy Kracke Park  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.25  0.35  0.45  0.65  0.85 
Cowen Park  0.09  0.21  0.47  0.54  0.62  0.62  0.71  0.76 
Leschi Park  0.06  0.06  0.17  0.32  0.39  0.54  0.64  0.70 
Ravenna Park  0.03  0.06  0.21  0.32  0.40  0.45  0.56  0.70 
Kinnear Park  0.13  0.18  0.32  0.35  0.40  0.49  0.55  0.68 
Trolley Hill Park  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.23  0.33  0.44  0.48  0.63 
Licton Springs Park  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.16  0.22  0.24  0.41  0.58 
Genesee Park and Playfield  0.11  0.16  0.22  0.30  0.38  0.42  0.50  0.57 
Denny Playfield  0.14  0.14  0.14  0.22  0.38  0.43  0.48  0.56 
Parsons Gardens  0.00  0.09  0.15  0.19  0.26  0.42  0.45  0.55 
Rotary Viewpoint  0.00  0.08  0.30  0.34  0.34  0.42  0.52  0.54 
Kubota Gardens  0.04  0.04  0.16  0.19  0.23  0.29  0.39  0.52 
Maple Leaf Community Garden  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.16  0.19  0.49  0.51 
Camp Long  0.04  0.04  0.06  0.15  0.19  0.35  0.48  0.51 
Mount Baker Park  0.00  0.03  0.08  0.10  0.12  0.15  0.36  0.48 
Dearborn Park  0.13  0.13  0.16  0.19  0.32  0.41  0.44  0.48 
Woodland Park  0.04  0.06  0.13  0.18  0.26  0.29  0.40  0.46 
Westcrest Park  0.04  0.12  0.19  0.21  0.24  0.26  0.32  0.42 
Colman Park  0.00  0.14  0.17  0.20  0.22  0.22  0.30  0.40 
David Rodgers Park  0.00  0.05  0.09  0.09  0.09  0.14  0.22  0.37 
View Ridge Playfield  0.26  0.26  0.26  0.26  0.26  0.29  0.36  0.36 126 
 
Multiuse‐Natural Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Fairview Walkway  0.00  0.10  0.16  0.16  0.16  0.25  0.35  0.35 
Belvedere Park  0.00  0.00  0.10  0.14  0.14  0.19  0.28  0.34 
Gas Works Park  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.09  0.14  0.16  0.24  0.29 
Green Lake Park  0.02  0.05  0.07  0.09  0.13  0.14  0.17  0.25 
Sunset Hill Viewpoint Park  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.21  0.24  0.24  0.24 
Stan Sayres Memorial Park  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.07  0.09  0.16  0.24 
Meadowbrook Playfield  0.00  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.07  0.16  0.20  0.23 
Lake Washington Boulevard  0.02  0.04  0.07  0.09  0.13  0.15  0.18  0.23 
Benefit Playground  0.00  0.07  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.15  0.22 
Madrona Park ‐ Seattle  0.11  0.13  0.15  0.17  0.17  0.19  0.19  0.21 
North Acres Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.09  0.11  0.16  0.21  0.21 
Washington Park Arboretum  0.04  0.07  0.07  0.10  0.12  0.12  0.13  0.16 
Lawton Park  0.00  0.05  0.09  0.12  0.12  0.14  0.14  0.16 
Jack Block Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.07  0.09  0.15  0.15 
Seacrest Park  0.00  0.04  0.08  0.10  0.10  0.12  0.12  0.14 
Madison Park North Beach  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.14 
Madison Park  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.09  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.14 
Hamilton Viewpoint Park  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.08  0.08  0.10  0.10  0.11 
Bay View Playground  0.00  0.07  0.07  0.07  0.07  0.07  0.09  0.11 
Herrings House Park (Tualtwx)  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.07  0.07  0.09  0.10 
Montlake Park  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.06  0.08  0.10  0.10 
Lincoln Park  0.02  0.06  0.08  0.08  0.10  0.10  0.10  0.10 
Golden Gardens Park  0.04  0.04  0.06  0.08  0.08  0.08  0.08  0.09 
Matthews Beach Park  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.03  0.03  0.06  0.07 
Seward Park  0.00  0.01  0.01  0.04  0.04  0.05  0.06  0.06 
Magnolia Park  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.05  0.05  0.06 
Warren G. Magnuson Park  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.05 
Howell Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.04 
Discovery Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.03  0.04 
Emma Schmitz Memorial 
Overlook 
0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02 
Lowman Beach Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02 
Landsburg Park ‐ Seattle  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
Rattlesnake Lake Recreation 
Area 
0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
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Table A5 
Natural-Passive Parks – 2008 Crime Distribution Summary 
 
Table A5 shows the distribution of crimes in 2008 that cumulatively occurred within 
800m of the park.  Items highlighted in red indicate the parks with the highest and lowest 
number of crimes.  
 
Natural‐Passive Site Name  100m 200m  300m  400m 500m  600m  700m 800m 
Piers 62 and 63  0.00  1.83  2.48  3.85  5.22  7.22  8.55  8.92 
Waterfront Park  0.16  1.45  2.11  3.10  4.09  6.06  7.77  8.59 
Summit Ave E and E John St  0.69  1.35  2.06  2.96  3.86  4.27  4.68  4.99 
Lewis Park  0.33  0.56  0.68  1.08  1.48  1.70  1.80  2.07 
Myrtle Edwards Park  0.05  0.09  0.15  0.23  0.31  0.51  1.06  1.89 
Taejon Park  0.07  0.26  0.59  0.95  1.30  1.48  1.59  1.85 
Ravenna Woods  0.00  0.24  0.51  0.79  1.07  1.20  1.22  1.82 
Sturtevant Ravine  0.10  0.34  0.56  0.70  0.83  1.18  1.28  1.35 
Frink Park  0.12  0.26  0.33  0.54  0.74  0.89  1.14  1.29 
Lake City Mini Park  0.46  0.46  0.57  0.75  0.92  1.02  1.09  1.13 
Columbia Park  0.00  0.14  0.52  0.71  0.89  0.98  1.00  1.08 
Martin Luther King Memorial Park  0.00  0.12  0.35  0.49  0.63  0.77  0.94  1.05 
Hitts Hill Park  0.00  0.13  0.37  0.56  0.74  0.83  0.89  0.95 
Bellevue Place  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.21  0.36  0.48  0.73  0.94 
Cottage Grove Park  0.00  0.48  0.48  0.60  0.72  0.78  0.82  0.88 
Bradner Gardens Park  0.31  0.47  0.53  0.56  0.60  0.67  0.76  0.84 
MacLean Park  0.17  0.34  0.34  0.46  0.58  0.68  0.77  0.81 
Wolf Creek Ravine Natural Area  0.11  0.18  0.27  0.42  0.56  0.62  0.73  0.77 
Cheasty GS: Cheasty Blvd  0.06  0.14  0.34  0.38  0.41  0.52  0.59  0.74 
Greg Davis Park  0.00  0.00  0.32  0.44  0.55  0.62  0.64  0.72 
Leschi‐Lake Dell Natural Area  0.06  0.06  0.14  0.17  0.21  0.34  0.58  0.70 
York Park  0.00  0.09  0.09  0.18  0.26  0.63  0.66  0.70 
Queen Anne Boulevard  0.04  0.09  0.13  0.24  0.35  0.49  0.58  0.70 
Duwamish Waterway Park  0.00  0.15  0.21  0.32  0.44  0.50  0.66  0.68 
Northeast Queen Anne Greenbelt  0.09  0.11  0.25  0.30  0.36  0.45  0.56  0.66 
Longfellow Creek GS: North  0.17  0.22  0.35  0.38  0.42  0.58  0.62  0.66 
Ballard Corners Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.09  0.17  0.24  0.59  0.65 
Chinook Beach Park  0.00  0.13  0.23  0.23  0.23  0.25  0.38  0.61 
Ravenna Boulevard  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.24  0.42  0.48  0.48  0.61 
Westlake Greenbelt  0.15  0.22  0.33  0.40  0.48  0.54  0.59  0.61 
Puget Park  0.00  0.04  0.10  0.26  0.42  0.52  0.53  0.58 
Puget Creek Greenspace  0.00  0.07  0.19  0.34  0.49  0.51  0.53  0.58 128 
 
Natural‐Passive Site Name  100m 200m  300m  400m 500m  600m  700m 800m 
Fremont Canal Park  0.00  0.14  0.24  0.32  0.41  0.46  0.53  0.57 
3001 E Madison  0.20  0.29  0.47  0.47  0.47  0.47  0.49  0.53 
Marshall Park  0.00  0.00  0.11  0.23  0.36  0.36  0.40  0.50 
SW Queen Anne Greenbelt  0.12  0.19  0.25  0.29  0.34  0.36  0.38  0.47 
Madrona Ravine  0.17  0.26  0.37  0.37  0.37  0.37  0.44  0.46 
Bitter Lake Reservoir Open Space  0.00  0.05  0.18  0.27  0.37  0.37  0.37  0.41 
South Passage Point Park  0.00  0.00  0.09  0.16  0.22  0.25  0.29  0.41 
Elliott Bay Park  0.00  0.03  0.09  0.14  0.18  0.26  0.34  0.40 
Thornton Creek Park #1  0.08  0.08  0.08  0.18  0.28  0.30  0.32  0.38 
Crown Hill Glen  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.13  0.25  0.29  0.34  0.38 
Mock Creek Ravine  0.00  0.08  0.13  0.25  0.37  0.37  0.37  0.37 
Pigeon Point Park  0.00  0.00  0.09  0.17  0.24  0.24  0.35  0.36 
Burke Gilman Trail Site ‐ Seattle  0.02  0.06  0.10  0.14  0.17  0.20  0.27  0.36 
Martha Washington Park  0.09  0.15  0.19  0.22  0.26  0.26  0.26  0.35 
St. Marks Greenbelt  0.05  0.13  0.13  0.13  0.13  0.21  0.26  0.31 
Alvin Larkins Park  0.00  0.09  0.14  0.18  0.23  0.23  0.27  0.31 
West Ewing Mini Park  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.10  0.14  0.24  0.29  0.31 
Inverness Ravine Park  0.11  0.11  0.11  0.18  0.26  0.26  0.30  0.30 
Jack Perry Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.07  0.14  0.14  0.19  0.30 
Ravenna Ravine  0.00  0.08  0.08  0.12  0.16  0.16  0.21  0.29 
Fauntleroy Creek Ravine  0.00  0.00  0.12  0.16  0.20  0.24  0.26  0.26 
Boren Park ‐ Seattle  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.08  0.11  0.14  0.16  0.24 
Pipers Creek Natural Area  0.07  0.07  0.11  0.14  0.17  0.17  0.21  0.23 
Carkeek Park  0.04  0.08  0.10  0.12  0.13  0.16  0.19  0.23 
Lakeridge Park  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.05  0.07  0.15  0.21  0.22 
Orchard Street Ravine  0.00  0.07  0.13  0.16  0.20  0.20  0.22  0.22 
West Duwamish GS: Puget Park  0.00  0.05  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.19  0.20  0.22 
Cormorant Cove  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.16  0.20  0.20  0.22  0.22 
Interlaken Park  0.02  0.08  0.11  0.13  0.14  0.16  0.20  0.22 
Fauntleroy Park  0.04  0.04  0.07  0.10  0.12  0.15  0.20  0.21 
College Street Ravine  0.00  0.05  0.05  0.09  0.12  0.12  0.18  0.21 
Maple School Ravine  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.11  0.19  0.21 
Fairview Park  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.09  0.13  0.13  0.15  0.17 
Charles Richey Sr Viewpoint  0.05  0.09  0.13  0.13  0.13  0.15  0.15  0.17 
Pelly Place Natural Area  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.08  0.08  0.10  0.16 
Schmitz Park  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.06  0.08  0.14  0.16  0.16 
Twelfth Avenue South Viewpoint  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.13  0.15 
East Portal Viewpoint  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.07  0.13  0.15 
McGilvra Boulevard  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.07  0.10  0.12  0.14 
Terminal 105 Park  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.09  0.11  0.13 129 
 
Natural‐Passive Site Name  100m 200m  300m  400m 500m  600m  700m 800m 
Me‐Kwa‐Mooks Natural Area  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.05  0.05  0.09  0.12 
Harrison Ridge Greenbelt  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.10  0.12 
Ella Bailey Park  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.07  0.11 
Jack Block Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.07  0.07  0.11  0.11 
Terminal 107 Park  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.07  0.11  0.11 
North Beach Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.07  0.10 
Arroyo Heights Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.07  0.10  0.10  0.10 
Lakeview Park ‐ Seattle  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.07  0.09 
Kiwanis Ravine Overlook  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.08  0.08 
Viretta Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.08  0.08 
McCurdy (Horace) Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.08  0.08  0.08  0.08 
Terminal 18 Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.06 
Seola Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.06  0.06 
Harbor Marina Corporate Center 
at Terminal 102 
0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.06 
Commodore Park  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.06 
Mount Claire Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.05 
East Montlake Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.05  0.05 
Mee Kwa Mooks Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.05 
Arroyos Natural Area  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.04  0.04 
Magnolia Greenbelt  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.04 
Open Water Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03 
Belvoir Place  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.03 
Ursula Judkins Viewpoint  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.03 
Llandover Woods Greenspace  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.03 
Magnolia Tidelands Park  0.01  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02 
Thorndyke Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02 
Smith Cove Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02 
Smith Cove Park at Terminal 91  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02 
Terminal 108 Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02 
West Montlake Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02 
Carleton Highlands  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
Hamlin Park Reservoir Site  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
Washington Park Arboretum  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
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Table A6 
Natural-Passive Parks – 2010 Crime Distribution Summary 
 
Table A6 shows the distribution of crimes in 2010 that cumulatively occurred within 
800m of the park.  Items highlighted in red indicate the parks with the highest and lowest 
number of crimes.  
 
Natural‐Passive Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Piers 62 and 63  0.00  1.83  2.48  3.85  5.85  8.09  9.43  9.79 
Waterfront Park  0.16  1.45  2.11  3.10  5.07  6.94  8.65  9.47 
Summit Ave E and E John St  0.69  1.35  2.06  2.96  3.37  3.67  4.08  4.39 
Myrtle Edwards Park  0.05  0.09  0.15  0.23  0.43  0.69  1.23  2.07 
Lewis Park  0.33  0.56  0.68  1.08  1.30  1.65  1.75  2.02 
Taejon Park  0.07  0.26  0.59  0.95  1.12  1.23  1.35  1.60 
Ravenna Woods  0.00  0.24  0.51  0.79  0.92  0.92  0.94  1.54 
Sturtevant Ravine  0.10  0.34  0.56  0.70  1.04  1.11  1.21  1.29 
Frink Park  0.12  0.26  0.33  0.54  0.69  0.75  1.00  1.15 
Lake City Mini Park  0.46  0.46  0.57  0.75  0.85  0.99  1.06  1.10 
Martin Luther King Memorial Park  0.00  0.12  0.35  0.49  0.63  0.75  0.92  1.03 
Bradner Gardens Park  0.31  0.47  0.53  0.56  0.63  0.76  0.85  0.93 
Columbia Park  0.00  0.14  0.52  0.71  0.80  0.82  0.85  0.92 
Hitts Hill Park  0.00  0.13  0.37  0.56  0.64  0.77  0.83  0.89 
Bellevue Place  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.21  0.33  0.41  0.65  0.87 
York Park  0.00  0.09  0.09  0.18  0.55  0.80  0.82  0.86 
Leschi‐Lake Dell Natural Area  0.06  0.06  0.14  0.17  0.31  0.44  0.68  0.81 
Cottage Grove Park  0.00  0.48  0.48  0.60  0.66  0.66  0.71  0.77 
MacLean Park  0.17  0.34  0.34  0.46  0.55  0.61  0.70  0.74 
Cheasty GS: Cheasty Blvd  0.06  0.14  0.34  0.38  0.48  0.51  0.59  0.73 
Chinook Beach Park  0.00  0.13  0.23  0.23  0.25  0.35  0.48  0.71 
Ballard Corners Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.09  0.15  0.29  0.64  0.71 
Queen Anne Boulevard  0.04  0.09  0.13  0.24  0.38  0.47  0.56  0.68 
Northeast Queen Anne Greenbelt  0.09  0.11  0.25  0.30  0.40  0.44  0.55  0.65 
Wolf Creek Ravine Natural Area  0.11  0.18  0.27  0.42  0.48  0.50  0.61  0.65 
Duwamish Waterway Park  0.00  0.15  0.21  0.32  0.38  0.46  0.62  0.64 
Longfellow Creek GS: North  0.17  0.22  0.35  0.38  0.55  0.55  0.59  0.63 
Greg Davis Park  0.00  0.00  0.32  0.44  0.50  0.50  0.52  0.60 
Westlake Greenbelt  0.15  0.22  0.33  0.40  0.47  0.49  0.54  0.56 
3001 E Madison  0.20  0.29  0.47  0.47  0.47  0.47  0.49  0.53 
Marshall Park  0.00  0.00  0.11  0.23  0.23  0.37  0.41  0.52 
Fremont Canal Park  0.00  0.14  0.24  0.32  0.37  0.39  0.47  0.50 131 
 
Natural‐Passive Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Ravenna Boulevard  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.24  0.31  0.36  0.36  0.49 
Madrona Ravine  0.17  0.26  0.37  0.37  0.37  0.40  0.46  0.49 
SW Queen Anne Greenbelt  0.12  0.19  0.25  0.29  0.32  0.35  0.37  0.46 
Bitter Lake Reservoir Open Space  0.00  0.05  0.18  0.27  0.27  0.41  0.41  0.45 
Puget Creek Greenspace  0.00  0.07  0.19  0.34  0.36  0.38  0.40  0.45 
Elliott Bay Park  0.00  0.03  0.09  0.14  0.22  0.30  0.38  0.44 
Puget Park  0.00  0.04  0.10  0.26  0.36  0.38  0.39  0.44 
West Ewing Mini Park  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.10  0.20  0.34  0.38  0.40 
Jack Perry Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.07  0.07  0.24  0.29  0.40 
South Passage Point Park  0.00  0.00  0.09  0.16  0.18  0.23  0.27  0.38 
Pigeon Point Park  0.00  0.00  0.09  0.17  0.17  0.24  0.35  0.36 
Thornton Creek Park #1  0.08  0.08  0.08  0.18  0.20  0.27  0.30  0.35 
Burke Gilman Trail Site ‐ Seattle  0.02  0.06  0.10  0.14  0.16  0.19  0.26  0.35 
Martha Washington Park  0.09  0.15  0.19  0.22  0.22  0.25  0.25  0.34 
St. Marks Greenbelt  0.05  0.13  0.13  0.13  0.21  0.23  0.28  0.33 
Mock Creek Ravine  0.00  0.08  0.13  0.25  0.25  0.31  0.31  0.31 
Alvin Larkins Park  0.00  0.09  0.14  0.18  0.18  0.18  0.23  0.27 
Twelfth Avenue South Viewpoint  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.17  0.24  0.26 
College Street Ravine  0.00  0.05  0.05  0.09  0.09  0.15  0.21  0.25 
Crown Hill Glen  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.13  0.16  0.16  0.21  0.25 
Ravenna Ravine  0.00  0.08  0.08  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.17  0.25 
Maple School Ravine  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.11  0.14  0.23  0.24 
Orchard Street Ravine  0.00  0.07  0.13  0.16  0.16  0.22  0.24  0.24 
West Duwamish GS: Puget Park  0.00  0.05  0.12  0.12  0.19  0.20  0.21  0.23 
Cormorant Cove  0.12  0.12  0.12  0.16  0.16  0.21  0.23  0.23 
Harrison Ridge Greenbelt  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.15  0.21  0.23 
Interlaken Park  0.02  0.08  0.11  0.13  0.14  0.17  0.21  0.23 
Carkeek Park  0.04  0.08  0.10  0.12  0.15  0.16  0.19  0.23 
Inverness Ravine Park  0.11  0.11  0.11  0.18  0.18  0.18  0.23  0.23 
Boren Park ‐ Seattle  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.08  0.11  0.13  0.15  0.23 
Lakeridge Park  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.05  0.13  0.14  0.21  0.22 
Fauntleroy Creek Ravine  0.00  0.00  0.12  0.16  0.19  0.19  0.22  0.22 
Pipers Creek Natural Area  0.07  0.07  0.11  0.14  0.14  0.14  0.18  0.20 
Schmitz Park  0.04  0.04  0.04  0.06  0.12  0.17  0.19  0.19 
Charles Richey Sr Viewpoint  0.05  0.09  0.13  0.13  0.15  0.17  0.17  0.19 
Fauntleroy Park  0.04  0.04  0.07  0.10  0.12  0.12  0.17  0.19 
Pelly Place Natural Area  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.09  0.11  0.17 
East Portal Viewpoint  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.07  0.09  0.15  0.17 
Fairview Park  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.09  0.09  0.12  0.14  0.16 
Terminal 107 Park  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.07  0.11  0.15  0.15 132 
 
Natural‐Passive Site Name  100m  200m  300m  400m  500m  600m  700m  800m 
Terminal 105 Park  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.09  0.09  0.11  0.13 
McGilvra Boulevard  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.06  0.09  0.11  0.13 
Jack Block Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.08  0.12  0.12 
Lakeview Park ‐ Seattle  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.05  0.10  0.11 
Ella Bailey Park  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.05  0.07  0.11 
Commodore Park  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.11  0.11  0.11 
North Beach Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.05  0.05  0.07  0.10 
Me‐Kwa‐Mooks Natural Area  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.07  0.10 
Mount Claire Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.06  0.06  0.08 
Kiwanis Ravine Overlook  0.00  0.00  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.08  0.08 
Viretta Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.08  0.08 
Terminal 18 Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.06 
McCurdy (Horace) Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.06  0.06  0.06 
Arroyo Heights Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.06  0.06  0.06  0.06 
Seola Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.04  0.04  0.06  0.06 
Harbor Marina Corporate Center at 
Terminal 102 
0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.03  0.06 
East Montlake Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.05  0.05 
Mee Kwa Mooks Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.05 
Thorndyke Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.05  0.05 
Terminal 108 Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.05 
West Montlake Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02  0.04 
Arroyos Natural Area  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02  0.04  0.04 
Magnolia Greenbelt  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.04 
Open Water Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03 
Belvoir Place  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.03  0.03 
Ursula Judkins Viewpoint  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.03  0.03 
Llandover Woods Greenspace  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.03  0.03  0.03  0.03 
Magnolia Tidelands Park  0.01  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02  0.02 
Smith Cove Park  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02  0.02 
Smith Cove Park at Terminal 91  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.02 
Carleton Highlands  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
Hamlin Park Reservoir Site  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
Washington Park Arboretum  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00  0.00 
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Figure A1 
Study Site 
Figure A1 shows the study area for this research.  The study area is located in Seattle, 
Washington. Downtown Seattle is denoted by the red circle.   
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Figure A2 
Recreation Parks – Measurement of Access 
Figure A1 shows the census tracts that intersect the 400m buffer around each recreation 
park.  It also indicates in red the census tracts that do not intersect the buffers or have 
parks within their boundaries and therefore, do not have access to the recreation parks. 
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Figure A3 
Multiuse-Natural Parks - – Measurement of Access 
Figure A2 shows the census tracts that intersect the 400m buffer around each multiuse-
natural park in Seattle, Washington.  The census tracts highlighted in red are indicative of 
the lack of access to the multiuse-natural parks in Seattle, Washington. 
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Figure A4 
Natural-Passive Parks – Measurement of Access 
Figure A3 shows the shows the census tracts that intersect the 400m buffer around each 
natural-passive park in Seattle, Washington.  The census tracts highlighted in red are 
indicative of the lack of access to the natural-passive parks in Seattle, Washington. 
 